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LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT #* ~

Environmental Impact Starement/Preliminary Design

APPENDIX E.1

FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS LETTERS

Agency

USDA, NRCS

USACE, Louisville District

US Department of Defense, Office of Special
Assistant for Transportation Engineering

USDOI, Office of the Secretary

US Coast Guard, Eighth Coast Guard District

USEPA, Region 4

Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources

Kentucky NREPC, Department for Environmental
Protection

Kentucky SNPC

Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indiana, Southern
Regional Office

IDNR, DHPA

Indiana Port Commission

Jim Wayne, Kentucky State Representative,
35™ Legislative District

Kentucky General Assembly

Paul Bather, Kentucky State Representative,
43" Legislative District

James Bottorff, Indiana State Representative,
House District 71

Terry Goodin, Indiana State Representative,
House District 66

William Cochran, Indiana State Representative,
House District 72

James Lewis, Indiana State Senate,
Senate District 45

Air Pollution Control District, Jefferson County,
Kentucky

City of Green Spring

Harrods Creek Fire Protection District

City of Indian Hills

Jefferson County Public Works

Date of Response

February 20, 2002
February 22, 2002
February 21, 2002

May 3, 2002

May 9, 2002
April 11, 2002
February 12, 2002
March 20, 2002
December 7, 2001
February 12, 2002
December 5, 2001
February 12, 2002
December 7, 2001
February 25, 2002

February 25, 2002
February 6, 2001
February 6, 2001
August 30, 2001
February 25, 2002

February 25, 2002
February 25, 2002

January 25, 2002
February 21, 2002
February 4, 2002
August 23,2001
February 20, 2002
January 29, 2002
February 7, 2002
February 20, 2002

February 25, 2002
December 14, 2001
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LOUISVILLE - SOUTHERN INDIANA OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT #* ~

Jefferson County Public Schools

Darryl Owens, Commissioner, Jefferson County
Fiscal Court, District “C”

David Armstrong, Mayor, City of Louisville

City of Northfield

Office of the County Judge Executive

City of Prospect

J. Barry Barker, Executive Director, TARC

Board of Commissioners of Clark County, Indiana

Clark County Emergency Management

Town of Clarksville, Indiana

INAAP Reuse Authority

Jeffersonville Housing Authority

Thomas Galligan, Mayor, City of Jeffersonville
City of Jeffersonville, Engineering Department

Les Merkley, Jeffersonville City Council, District 1
Ronald Ellis, Jeffersonville City Council, District 11
Monroe Township Volunteer Fire Department

New Albany City Plan Commission

Regina Overton, Mayor, City of New Albany

Regional Youth Services, Inc.
William Graham, Mayor, City of Scottsburg
John Burkhart, Mayor, City of Seymour

Environmental Impact Starement/Preliminary Design

February 20, 2002
February 21, 2002
February 7, 2002
February 25, 2002
February 25, 2002
February 20, 2002
November 5, 2001
November 20, 2001
January 14, 2002
January 31, 2002
No Date

August 23, 2001
August 28, 2001
August 29, 2001
October 15, 2001
August 28, 2001
February 4, 2002
February 6, 2002
February 4, 2002
February 5, 2002
February 5, 2002
February 19, 2002
January 14, 2002
January 16, 2002
February 5, 2002
September 4, 2001
No Date
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Appendix E.1



Y

United States Department of Agriculture

Natural
Resources
Conservation
Service

Jose Sepulveda

Division Administrator

U.S. Department of Transportation
330 West Broadway

Frankfort, KY 40601

Dear Mr. Sepulveda:

\

771 Corporate Drive

Suite 110

Lexington, KY 40503-5479

February 20, 2001

We have reviewed the submitted Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed| NR

Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project (NRCS Environmental
Document Number 2548). Noting that the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating forms are
included in the document, we have no specific comments at this time concerning the

project.

Contact Jacob Kuhn, 859-224-7371 if you have questions about this review.

Sincerely,

(llant ﬂ.@@/

DAVID G. SAWYER
State Conservationist

cc: Diane E. Gelburd, Director, Ecological Sciences Division, Washington, D.C.

RECEIVED

FEB 2 5 2002
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cc: John Carr —KYTC -
—. Charles Ravmer — CIS.J




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY ¢
- .S ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, LOUISVILLE
S AMY TRICT, Louss

P.O, BOX 59

FaX: (502) 315-6677
nttp:iiwww. Irl.usace army.mill

LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY 40201-0058 ;l RETEFVED
j FEB 2 2 2002

February 22, 2002

Operations Division
Regulatory Branch (South)
ID No. 200200242-lad

Iy ]
€c: John
HTS
et Chartes Raymer - CTs

Mr. John Ballantyne

Federal Highway Administration
John C. Watts Federal Building
330 West Broadway

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Dear Mr.Ballantyne:

This is in regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges project in Jefferson
County Kentucky and Clark County, Indiana.

Based on our review of this document we have no specific comments
about any of the alternatives. Once the preferred alternative has been
identified we will be able to comment more specifically on impacts
associated with that alternative. In general, however, we would like to
note that regardless of the alternative chosen that all wetlands that
would be impacted by the project would need to be delineated in
accordance with the Corps of Engineers 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual.
Bdditionally, we would likely want to go out in the field with you and
your consultants and review these areas as well as other “waters of the
United States,” which would be impacted by the propesal. In accordance
with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act the Corps would regulate any
diversion channels, dikes, construction roads and temporary bridges
which would be necessary for the construction of the preferred
alternative. Hence, information regarding these impacts would need to
be identified as well. Lastly, mitigation will need to be considered
for impacts to all “waters of the United States.”

Regardless of the chesen alternative, it appears that in all
likelihood, some wetland areas would be impacted. These waters are
classified as special aguatic sites. This is found in the Federal
Register 40 CFR 230.10. Any project requiring authorization under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act must comply with the Section 404 (b}
(1) guidelines outlined in 40 CFR 230.10 before a Department of the Army
permit can be issued. The wide range of alternatives being considered,
including the neo-action alternative will assist us in determining
compliance with the above-mentioned guidelines.

Carr~ kyTe *

L.8

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please
contact this office at the above address, ATTN: CELRL-OP-FS or call
me (502) 315-6692. Any correspondence on this matter should refer to
our ID Number 200200242-lad.

Sincerely,

Lee Anne Devine

Project Manager
Regulatory Branch



We did a cursory review of your study and offer the following comments.

Any improvements to the Interstate System for cgp_q_cMrjsystem redundancy

purposes will benefit the: Départment of Defense's (DOD's) military
deployments from a macro-level standpoint. In particular, the new East End

Interstate highway bridge over the Ohio River at Louisville, KY will be
beneficial in the event that the military must deploy by highway from Fort

Carson, CO and Fort Riley, KS to the Port of Hampton Roads, VA. This would

enable the military to bypass any recurrent or non-recurrent congestion in
downtown Louisville interchange areas. :

This project cumently has no direct impact on any military installations.

The closest DOD facility to this project was the former Indiana Amy
Ammunition Plant. As you know, INAAP has been deactivated and no longer
important to DOD. The project will affect the Strategic Highway Network

(STRAHNET), which is the minimum highway system that has been designated as

important to National Defense. By definition, all Interstate highways are
included in STRAHNET. Therefore, any additions to the Interstate would be
additions to the STRAHNET. Please keep us informed regarding which
bridge(s) are approved, funded and start dates.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS.

Thank you,
Raz Baust

Ms. Araceli (Raz) B. Baust, P.E.
Office of the Special Assistant

for Transportation Engineering
MTMCTEA
720 Thimble Shoals Blvd, Suite 130
Newport News, VA 23606-4537
(757) 599-1117
Fax: (757) 599-1560
E-mail: bausta@tea-emh1.army.mil
Agency Web site: www.tea.army.mil

s e R © F e i g by ) P o TPy
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From: BaustA@tea-emh1.army.mil 10
To: John <FHWA=> Ballantyne HDA
Date: 2/21/02 10:23AM ADA
Subject: RE: Louisville Bridges - reply requested HEA
HPD
John: H
| HPE  cc: John Carr = KYTC
|HTS  Charles Raymer - CTS

B.29




United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Washington, D.C. 20240

ER-01/1003 S
s RECEIVED
2002 MAY O 7 2002

Mr. John Ballantyne 10 )
Federal Highway Administration HDA -
John C. Watts Federal Building ADA
330 West Broadway FA
Frankforr, Kentucky 40601-1922 i '“;3

T

Dear Mr. Ballantyne:
e Aeyje , OIS
This responds to a request for the Department of the Interior's (Department) comments on the Draft
Envi al Impact S (DEIS) and Section 4(f) Evaluation for the Proposed Louisville-
Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges in Jefferson County, Kentucky, and Clark County, Indiana.

The Department recommends continved cooperation and coordination with the -Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation and State Histaric Preservation Officer for a Men dum of Agr which
should include avoid strategi

General Comments

The DEIS needs to consider the potential effects that the project may have on the eight National Historic
Landmarks in the Louisville area; two ships, Belle of Louisville and Andrew Broaddus, Louisville
Pumping Station, Zachary Taylor Home, Old Bank of Louisville, Locust Grove, Churchill Downs, and
the U.S. Marine Hospital.

Affected Envir t i ling Appendix)

The identification and discussion of wetlands and water bodies were generally adequate. The DEIS
provided an ive plant survey species list. Species lists are also provided for major verebraie orders
and for aquatic communities of fish and invertebrates. Fish surveys were conducted in some steams for .
this study, while archival data was used to describe the fish communities of the Ohio River and other
sgeams. Since survey methods were not included, we could not determine how comprehensive the
aquatic surveys were. The terrestrial vertebrate species lists were probably not comprehensive (bird lists
for some areas contained only four species), but the DEIS provides significant survey information for bats
and plants, and at least limited information on all other wildlife resources. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s (FWS) Bloomington. Indiana, Field Office conducted an electrofishing survey at cight stations
on Lancassange Creek in 1982 1o 1983. Its species list ins many species that were not found on the
species list in the DEIS, including smallmouth bass. The Department recommends that all the survey
information be compiled into one document and provided as an attachment to the EIS. Karst resources
are mentioned several times in the DEIS. Project development should include a survey and protective
mansures for karst features i the project area, in accordance with the FWS's Mesmorandum of
Und ding with the Indiana Department of Transportation.

(=3

Frnvi tal C rineludl Ficpe)

1 & AFF

The DEIS provides a table of estimated acreage impacts 10 several habitat types for each Altemative.
Di ion in the 5 v Section and in Section 5, and Table 3.6-7, comparce impacts by “acres of
wildlife habitat impacted.” According to Table 5.7-2 on page $-112, these acreage figures include
categorics of developed areas and upland fields, which are generally less important for biodiversity than
are other habitat categories. Looking only ar the acreage impacts for riparian forest, upland forest,
wetlands. and streams, impacts from the Far East alternatives range from abour 60 acres to over 120 acres.
with Alternatives A2 and A16, having the greatest impacts and A9 and Bl the least impacts. However,
the nature of these impacts must also be addressed to accurately analyze the long-term effect on these
resources, All of the downtown alternatives have relatively negligible impacts except for the general
impacts associated with a new river crossing.

The DEIS also provides a good analysis of wetland and stream impacts in several tables presented in the
appendices, but some significant impacts that are apparent from reviewing the appendices are not
discussed in the body of the DEIS. For example, the main rext describes general canstruction impacts on
streams (pages 5-117/118 and 5-134) and provides a table of the number of stream impacts associated
with each alternative, whereas Table IV in Appendix B-3 identifies the type and leagth of impacts for
each crossing on each altemative, Table IV is much more detailed and quantitative in its impact analysis,
indicating ch | straightening and bank realig for several crossings, with impact lengths that
range from 74 meters to 504 meters (the latter for Alternative Al3/Lentzier Creek). Additionally,
Appendix A.l provides a visual depiction of impacts with route alernatives superimposed upon aerial
photos. From these figures and photographs, it is apparent that the various Far East interchanges with
Salem Road in Indiana, are very diffecent in terms of their impacts on Lentzier Creek and its forested
tributaries. The Altlernative Bl interchange with Utica Pike in Indiana, is located directly over the

J.49

J.50

Lanc Creek channel and f d floodplai Iting in significant impacts. The latter i
is alluded 1o briefly on page 5-128, but these major impact differences should be addressed in the main
text of the DEIS.

Finally, the DEIS provides a lengthy table of p ial, indi effects, induced development and
cumulative effects. We support this approach of pting to quantify (or at lest qualify) cumulative
impacts, although we have some comments on specific items in the table.

Mitigation

The Depar ds that mitigation options i lude enhancement of the Ohio River aquatic
habitat, such as acquiring the large gravel pit adjacent to the river at the location of Altenative A9, on
the Indiana shoreline, which ¢ould be connected to the river to function as backwater habitat.

Specific Comments

Page 4-73, Table 4.7-1 - This table provides site-specific information about the location of gray bat
matemnity caves, When we provided this inf ion to the envi 1 I we stipulated that
it should be used for survey purposes only; the information should be exempt from written reports. The
Department strongly recommends that it be modified to avoid reference to a specific location.

Page 5-1]0 - This page provides a list of wildlife that would use karst features. The list includes several
species that use caves during all or part of their life eycle; however, it also includes the loggerhead shrike
and peregrine falcon, which are not generally associated with caves.

J.51

J.52

K.11

K.3
K4
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. Page 5-114 - Discussions presented here refer to maximum foraging di limits for Indiana bas and | 17 19 o Appendix A-1 — This appendix provides acrial photographs with color-coded overlays of the various Q 25
gray bats. These figures are typical for the two species, but they are not maximums. Foraging distance . alignments. Tt would be helpful if the color codes were the same as those used in the main text. :
depends upon habitat quality and extent of fragmentation.
Endangered Species
Page 5-115 - Discussions in part (f} state that musse] communities appear to be absent in this reach of the K 1 3
Ohio River. However, there is no reference to the mussel surveys that were conducted to reach this . The proposed project is in the range of the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis). the gray bat
conclusion, (M. grisescens), and the federally threatened bald eagle (Haliaeerus leucocephalus). There are no known
bald eagle nests within the Indiana, or Kentucky portions of the project, aithough eagles sometimes winter
Page 5-116 - The discussion of Biological Assessments uses the term “adverse effect” in reference to K 14 along undeveloped reaches of the Ohio River.
Section 7 ch under the Endangered Species Act. The correct wording is “may affect.”

Indiana bats hibernate in caves, then disperse to reproduce and forage in relatively undisturbed forested

. |
Page 5-128 b(‘l'llg discussion .;]hign:mnt B-1 states that it would be cost prohibitive to span the 8 i areas associated with water resources during spring and summer. Young are raised in nursery colony
L 2 eek floodplai wever, this lusion is not supporied. We it is meant . i roosts in trees, typically near drai in undeveloped areas. There is suitable summer habitat for
justify the extensive impacts that would oceur from placing an interchange in the floodplain (see General this species present throughout the area surrounding the project site. There are current records of Indiana
[a ). This di ion is inadequate and should be expanded. bats in Clark County, Indiana, but not near the project site. The FWS's Bloomington, Indiana, Field
. i Office conducted bat surveys at INAAP in 1997 and 1998, and found no Indiana bats. To our knowledge
Page 5-129 - The discussion of wetlands indicates that wetland mitigation plans would be incorparat the rest of the project area had not been surveyed prior to the DEIS study. The bat surveys conducted for
for wetland impacts as part of the Final Envirc 1 Impact Si (FEIS). The FWS would like L.2 the Ohio River Bridges Project captured Indiana bats in K. ky but not in Indiana.
the opportunity to review these mitigation plans before they are included tn u:e FEIS. We also| *
d that the Wetland Compensatory Mitigation and Monitoring Plan Guidelines for Kentucky be Additional Section 7 coordination under the Endangered Species Act will be required once the preferred
used to develop the wetland mitigation plans. alignments have been chosen.
Fage 5-134 - 'I“I‘: discussion of the water body modifications in;icm that the design o:l the selected We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIS and the Section 4(f) Evaluation.
alternative will be such that adverse impacts to water bodies will be negligible. Some alignments as Should you have any question regarding our please contact Timothy Merritt of the FWS's
. shown in the DEIS would have significant impacts on and all new crossings with high-volume L3 Cookeville Field Office at (931) 528-6481, extension 211, for issues in Kentucky; please contact Mike
traffic will have more negligible impacts. This statement should either be revised to indicate that the . Litwin of the FWS's Bloomington Field Office at (812) 3344261, extension 205, for issues in Indiana.
design will minimize impacts, or it should be eliminated.
Sincerely,
Table 5.10-2 - This table provides an estimate of indirect and cumulative impacts of each alignment. This - —_—,
mble is good in pt and und dably does mot provide acreage estimates for indirect impacts. L4 . .
However, the conclusions related to this information are somewhat arbitrary and the analysis is not as . .
comprehensive as it could be. S like “gr lative impacts occurred at early scttlement”
are of lintle value for this analysis. Willie R. Taylor
Director, Office of Environmental
Potential development at the Indiana Army Ammunition Plant (INAAP) should be included as an indirect] Policy and Compliance

impact, since it may be accelerated by the Far East project altemnatives. The INAAP has significant| [ 4()
wildlife resources, including the federally endangered gray bat (see Endangered Specics :
below). and previous National Environmental Policy Act documents for the Ohio River Bridges Project]

identify INAAP as having y high develor potential. The majority of the best naural
resources at the INAAP have been or will be ferred by the Depar of the Army 1o the Indiana)
Dep of Natural R However, there are siill wooded areas and karst features that are|
subject to development.

The lative impact esti should include the proposed Ohio River Greenway in Clark and Floyd|

Counties, Indiana, since this project will affect the floodplain farest of the Ohio River and its tributaries|
within a few miles of the Ohio River Bridges study area.

The Federal endangered species categories of this table incorrectly include the peregrine falcon, whictl .7
. has been removed from the Federal list. ’
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U.S. Department Commander 1222 Spruce Street
of Transportation Eighth Coast Guard Distriet St Louls, MO 63103.2832
Staff Symbol: abr
United States Phone: (314)539-3800x381
. Coast Guard FAX: (314)536-3755
16591.1/604 OHR.
May 9, 2002

Mr. John Ballantyne .

Federal Highway Administration-Kentucky Division
330 W. Broadway

Frankfort, KY 40601

Subj: PROPOPSED LOUISVILLE-SQ. INDIANA BRIDGES PROJECT, MILES 604-595
OHIO RIVER

Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

This is concerning the Alignment C-1 addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement B.28
dated November 2001. As you are aware Coast Guard determined that this alignment for a new
bridge at Ohio River mile 603.1, just upstream of the JFK Bridge, was not acceptable. However,
at your request we evaluated our position and with input from navigation determined C-1 would be
acceptable provided the following requirements are met:

1. The proposed bridge does not block approaching mariners’ view of the JFK Bridge.

. 2. The proposed bridge provides a 1,100- foot navigation span with piers set 200 feet
outside of the JFK Bridge piers on cither side of the channel,

3. The computer model at the Center for Maritime Education (CME) of the Seaman's
Institute, Paducah, Kentucky will be used to determine pier placernent.

To satisfy our requirement with regard to the computer model, FHWA should contact Greg Menke
of CME at 270-575-1005 to work out the details for creating the model.

It there are any questions abowt our requirements, please contact Mr. Dave Studt at (31)539-3900,
exiension 381, - S

Sincerely,
MAY 1 3 2002 R USCH
Bridge Administrator
H?)a By direction of the District Commander
ADA

HFA

HPD
HP" cc: John Carr - KYTC
L= Charles Raymer — cTS :I

TOTAL P.B2




T .S, Department Commander {abr) 1222 Spruce Streel
of Transportation Eighth Coast Guard Diswict 51, Louis, MO 83103-2832
Stalf Symbel; obr
United States Phane; (3141518-38002381
Coast Guard FAX: (314)538-3755
16591.1/604 QHR.
April 11,2002

, Mr. Jere Hinkle

Community Transportation Solutions, [nc.
Ten Thousand Building, Suite 110

RECEIVED

Deputy Project Manager . APR 1 8 2002

Shelbyville Road ) HDA
Louisville, KY 40223 ADA —
{AFA_
Subj: PROPOSED LOUISVILLE BRIDGES, MILE 604+/-, OBIO RIVER piee. - ——
. R - — e Hi  ——
Dear Mr. Hinkle: Wersa— —

This is a supplement 1o our letter of November 18, 1998, in which the Coast Guard determined
pier placements and navigational clearances for six proposed bridge crossings. In our review of
the recent DEIS dared November 2001 we found there were two other erossings at miles 596.8
and 603.1 which were not included in our letter. Channe] pier placemnent is dependent en the
specific bridge crossing location.

The required pier placement locations for the two other proposed aliemnatives are shown below:

‘Minimum.

Proposed Crossing - Pier Placemnent i i Hotizonta] Clearance
Mile 596.8 To provide minimum 800 feet
navigation span in middle of river 800 feet B.28
603.1 Not acceptable N/a

The Mile 603.] crossing is a proposed companion bridge upstream to the JFK Bridge. A
location downstream of JFK Bridge is preferred. In that case the piers of the companion bridge
must be located about 110 feet to the right and left of the existing right and left descending
chaanel piers of the JFK Bridge, respectively. This distance is to insure the view of the existing
bridge picrs is not obstructed by ether the cofferdam and pier construction or the completed

piers,

In our previous correspondence we stated general guidance of 900 feet horizontal clearance and
vertical clearance of 55 feet above the 2% flowline or 69 feet above normal pool (for avg. June
flow), whichever is greater. In the case of a companion bridge within 100 feet of the JFK Bridge
the vertical clearance must equal that of the existing bridge of 71 feet above normal pool.

16591.1/604 OHR
April 11, 2002

Suvbj: PROPOSED LOUISVILLE BRIDGES, MILE 604+/-, OHIO RIVER .

The above horizontal clearances and pier locations have been determined for the specific
alternatives only. If there is any change to a crossing location, the Coast Guard will need to
readdress pier placement and horizontal clearance on 2 caseby-case basis. If there are any
questions, please contact Mr. Dave Studt at the above number.

Sincerely,

Bridge Adwinistrafor
By direction of the District Commander

Copy: Mars, Jahn Clements/Jim Zei, CTS
LME. John Ballantyne, FHWA-KY

TOTAL P.E3
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U.S. Department Commander 1222 Spruce Street

of Transportation Eighth Coast Guard District St. Louis, MO 63103-2832
Staff Symbol: obr

United States Phone: (314)539-3900 x381
FAX: (314)539-3755

Coast Guard

N e ,,/
T 16591.1/604 OHR

February

Mr. John Ballantyne
Federal Highway Administration-Kentucky Division

RECEIVED

FEB 2 1 2002

330 W. Broadway 75

Frankfort, KY 40601 Ty

ADA

|
Subj: PROPOSED LOUISVILLE-SO. INDIANA BRIDGES PROJECT, MIL W—“iﬁ

OHIO RIVER HPD

Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

!

fr——— !

E  cc: John Carr—KYTC '
Charles Raymer — CTS

We are responding to Mr. Sepulveda’s letter of November 6, 2001, which solicits comments on
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the above referenced project.

In a letter dated November 18, 1999, the Coast Guard identified pier placement and clearances
for six Ohio River crossings which would have the least impact on navigation. On pages 3-46
and 3-47 of the DEIS two bridge alignments, A-9 and C-1, were identified to crossings at mile
points 596.8 and 603.1, respectively. These two crossings were not among the six approved
crossings. The Coast Guard will need to review the crossings at mile point 596.8 and 603.1 for
their impact on navigation and to determine required pier placement and navigational clearance.

B.28

The subsection termed The Ohio River page 4-12 presented in Section 4.1.2 Existing Social and
Economic Setting gives a thumbnail sketch of river commerce and some of its physical
characteristics. However, there was no discussion of the impacts to river environment or to
navigation due to temporary and long-term effects of construction activities. It appears that a
subsection termed The Ohio River could be developed for Section 5.1 ECONOMIC/SOCIAL to
discuss this concern.

We appreciate this opportunity to provide Coast Guard input in the development of this DEIS. If

you have any question about our requirements, please contact Mr. Dave Studt at the above number,

extension 381.

Sincerely,

s,

Bridge Administrator
By direction of the District Commander
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S UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENGY
X REGION 4

2 ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER

Ny 77
% 61 FORSYTH STREET

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960
March 20, 2002

Mr. Jose Sepulveda

Federal Highway Admmnistrarion
330 West Broad Street
Frankfort, Kenrucky 40601

i Pl
SUBJ:  EPA Review and Comments on T2, Baac
: Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DELS)
CEQ No. 010428 ’

Dear Mr. Sepulveda:

. ‘Thank you for subsuitting the above-referenced document. 'We appreciate your early
coordination with us and the steps taken to address the concemns raised by the 11.5. Environmental
Frotection Agency (EPA) during the scoping period. Both EPA Regions 4 and 5 have been
actively participating in the pre-scoping and scoping phases of this project smee October 1998.
Region 4 has been designated as the EPA lead region for the project. Regions 4 and 5 jointly
reviewed the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. The purpose of this letter is to provide you with
the results of the EPA review.

In order to alleviate existing safety problems and traffic congestion, zud vitet plamed
growth needs, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Indizna Department of
Transportation (INDOT) and the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KTC) have proposed that a
new bridge or bridges be constructed in the metropoliten Louisville aree, along with reconstruction
of the existing Kennedy Interchange (also termed “Spaghetti Junetion™). The action alernafives of
the project fall nto two caregories: a one bridge/tighway alternative, and two bridges/highway
alternative. Under these categories, nine bridge/highway alignments are put forward for the action
alternarives. AH the alignments, for both one and rwo bridge alternatives, include reconstruction of
the Kennedy Interchamge and Transportation Management measures. A preferred alternarive was
not identified in the DEIS.

EPA has enviromnental concerns regarding potential direct, secondary, and cummlative
impacts of the project, and is providing comments on the project’s alternatives evalvation, air
quality, traffic noise impacts and mitigarion, surface water and groumdwater quality, wetlands
avoidance and mmimization, compensatory wetlands mitigation, forest Impacts, endangered

. Intamet Addrexz (URL) « hitpw/wyvw,epa.
Reoyclod/Racyclalila « Printod with Vagetable O Sased nks ::v S0,

2

species, and fragmentation of wildlife Thabitats and the ecosystem in the Rr?jem area. Sustainable
development, envirommental justice, and culrural resouree issues are addirional areas of concern.
While EPA’s comments include discussion of areas where additional information is needed, the
DEIS generally mskes a good attempt 10 ideqify the many complex issues and environmental
smpacts associated with this project. Inclusion in the DEIS of the numerous alignments under
consideration will allow further public nput during the NEPA process for FHWA and the states to
consider.

Due to the number ofalignmemsxmdﬂconsidmﬁnnfmthf:mbﬁdge/bi'ghway
alternative, and the even larger mumber of possible alignment con;bm:aﬁnng that might make up the
two bridges/highway alternative, EPA provided a NEPA rating for each alignment.

Ploase pote that the Downtown Louisville bridge slignments (C-1, C-2, mﬁtr Cfsg
alignments), Yar Bast Tunnel alignments (A-13 and A-15), and the nonhA ermost ast
alignment (A-2), xeceived an “BC-2” rating, meaning that EPA has environmental concerns with
these alignments. Further information is needed to clarify the potential Impacts.

The A-9 Southernmost Far East alignment, A-16 Harrods Creek Route atignment, and B-1
Near Bast alignment appear to have more significant envirommental jssues, which may be mare
difficalt to avoid and/or mitigate than the issues identified for the A-2, A-13,A-15 and the C
(Downtown) alignments. These jssues include fmpacts 10 srears a:d_ﬂoodplams, endangered
species habitats, wetlands (particulorly forested wetlands), traffic noise (nchuding severe Tmpacts
for some slignments), environmental justice commumities, and caltural resources. Alignments A-9,
A-16, and B-1 received an “BO-2" rating (environmental otjections - more fuforation needzd)',
due to the potential seveﬁtynfsnvironmwlﬁnpactsﬁonheseaﬁgxmmts, and the need w avoid
mdnﬁﬁgmemmmmmoﬂatomﬁdeadeqummmﬁmofmmm :

Based on the range of ratings for the project alternatives (from EC-2 to EO-2), and the
EPA guidelies that specify that the overall rating for the DEIS must be the mwes't ofﬂ?e.rfmluple
ratings, the overall xating for this DEIS is “EO-2." That s, the EPA review identified significant o
envirommental impacts that rust be avoided in order to provide adequare protection of the .
environreent. These impacts are detailed for each alignment in the enclosed comments. Corrective
Tueasures ay Tequire substansial changes to those alignments with potentially more severe
fmpacts, o consideration of one of the other project alternatives which had fewer impacts. The
enclosed table comatns NEPA ratings of the individual alignments. A summmary of the rating
definitions is also enclosed.

Ashdi:amdhmzcndcsaddmaﬂedcommms,EPAismqmmgmmWApmﬁdc
clavifications, supplementary information, and explanations ofoercainconc,lusigns fmmdmthe
DEIS. ThcmefmedakemaﬁveshmldbeidmﬁﬁadinﬁmFmﬂElS,ﬂmgwnhmngmonmﬂs
to address the potential impacts of the preferred alternative.
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Due to the mumber and severity of potential impacts some of the alignments would créacc,

mj[igatio.n Ineasures are & crucial part of this project. For example, some alignments would mvolve
substantial noise, wetland, stream, cultural, ecosystem, habitat impacts, and/or historic Impacts,
and we encourage the project sponsors to seriously consider mtigation measures, keeping in mind
thar some impacts oay be more adaptable to mitigation than others, Avoidance throngh selection
of alternatives and alignment modifications should be the first step, but for those impazrs that
cagmot be avoided, mitigation plans should be created. These measures should be discussed and
documented in the Final EIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to cormment on this DEIS. If you have any questions or
require techmical assistance you may contact Hefnz Mueller of my staff at (404) 562-9611. We
look forward to a continued good working relationship with FHWA and state transportation
agencies, and appreciate your continued coordination as this project progresses. We are also
available to meet with you to discuss how these concerns can be best addressed.

Sincerely,

G

I. I Palmer, Ir.
Regional Administrator

Enclosures (2):

Table of NEPA Ratings and Summary of Rating Definitions
EPA. Comments on DEIS

ce: John Baxter, FHWA-IN
John Ballantyne, FHWA-KY
Bryan Nicol, Commissioner, INDOT
James Codell, Secretary, KIC
Thomas V. Skimmer, Regional Administrator, EPA Region §

NEPA Ratings for Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges DEIS Alignments

Far East aligament, Northeznmost route:

Lowest pnoher of strean crossimigs of the Far East aligaments (10),
incindes one crossing sach of Harrods Creek and Lenztier Creek.
Sub ial noise frop (12). No fi 3 wetland ity
Relatively low floodplaim encroachment (16 acres) and impacts to

ttural (5 historic sites, 2 archeological sites). Comuunpity
impacts in Prospect, KY.

A9

Far East alignment, Sonthernngost route:

Substantial noise impacts (17). Highest munber of wetland impacts
(12.4 acres), inchuding 1 forested wedand. One of the highest mumber
of strearm Imp (15), 1 3 ings of Googe Crek, 1
Crossing of Litde Goose Creck. Federally-endangered Gray and
Indiana bats were identified in the Goose Creek and Litfle Goose Creek.
drainage areas, with Hkely presence of maternity colomies. Figh flood

A-13

Far East alignment Tunnel option, Soudh:

Substantial noise impacts (19). 4.82 acres of werlapd bmpacts,
including 1 forested wetland. Highest nommber of culmyal resource
itnpacts () historie distriet, 7 historic sires, 10 archeological sites).
The tunneal wonld minimize and avoid soms commnnity and historic
impacts.

A-15

Far Bast alignment Tunnel option, Nexth:

Substamtial noise impacts (16). 3.75 acres of wetlands fmpacted.
Cultural resource impacts (1 historic distriet, 8 historic sites, 8
archeologica] sites) second only to A-13. The tumel world minimize
and avoid some cormmniry and historic impacts.

A-16

Far East alignment Harrods Cresk routs

Substantial noise impacts (15). Highest musber of texrestrial
wildlife/habitat jmpacts (296 acres), with 33.4 acres of riparian forest
and §3.5 acres of vpltnd forest impacts. Tmpacts to 6,18 acres of
wetlands, incindes 2 forested wetlands, A-16 and A-9 have the highest
rmber of direct stream impacts (15), including 3 arossings of Hapods

EQ-2

Creek, cansing extapsive realignment of the Harrods Creek chanpel

Atachmenr 1




NEPA Ratings for Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges DEIS Alignments

Far East aligamenr, Northeznmost route:

Lowest pnoher of strean crossinigs of the Far East aligaments (10),
inchndes onecmssmgeadxofHamdsCreekandlm&erCmck.
Sdhb 1 noise {12). No f d wetland i
Relauvelylnw ﬂmdplamencmachmcm (16 ams) andm:pams w0
(5 historic sites, 2 archeological sites). Comuunpity
impacts in Prospect, KY.

A9

Far East alignment, Sonthernngost route:

Substantial noise impacts (17). Highest munber of wetland impacts
(124 acies), including 1 forested wetland. One of the highest muxber
of strearm mp (15), 1 3 ings of Goage Creek, 1
Crossing of Little Goose Cresk. Federally-endangered Gray and
Indiana bats were identified in the Goose Creek and Litfle Goose Creek.
drainage areas, with Hkely presence of maternity colomies. Figh flood

B-1 Near East alignment: . , EO-2

Substantial noise impacts (14). 259 acres of terrestrial wildlife/habitat
impacts, incindes 35.3 acres of dparian forest. Crosscs Lancassange
Creck 3 fimes. The federally-endangered Giray bat was found in the
Lancassangch:kdraimgearea. 35 acres of floodplain
encroachment; DEIS states it would be cost prohibitive to extend
‘bridge/highway structares  past ﬂ:cﬂoodplam. 252 residential

A-13

Far East alignment Tennel option, South:

Substantial noise impacts (19). 4.82 acres of werlapd bmpacts,
including 1 forested wetland. Highest nommber of culmyal resource
impacts (1 historic disttet, 7 historic sites, 10 archeological sitzs).
The tunneal wonld minimize and avoid soms commnnity and historic
impacts.

A-15

Far Bast alignment Tunnel option, Nexth:

Substamtial noise impacts (16). 3.75 acres of wetlands fmpacted.
Cultural resource impacts (1 historic distriet, 8 historic sites, 8
archeologica] sites) second only to A-13. The tumel world minimize
and avoid some cormmniry and historic impacts.

A-16

Far East alignment Harrods Cresk routs

Substantial noise impacts (15). Highest musber of texrestrial
wildlife/habitat jmpacts (296 acres), with 33.4 acres of riparian forest
and 83.5 acres of upltnd forest impacts. Tmpacts to 6.18 acres of
wetlands, incindes 2 forested wetlands, A-16 and A-9 have the highest
rmber of direct stream impacts (15), including 3 arossings of Hapods
Creek, cansing extapsive realignment of the Harrods Creek chanpel

EQ-2

Atrachmenr 1

displacements, § y res isplaced. Noise-rejated
comummity impacts in J-264 comidor.
C1 Downtown, Upstream sligament: ) EC2
One stream impact. No werlaudnnpacts 39 acres of temestrial
wildlife 4, no riparian or upland forest fmpacts,
Substantial noise rmpacis wonld result for C-1 with Kemmedy
Interchanpe In-Place (14) Relocated (13). 115 xesidential

displacements, 30 commecial displacerments. Relatively low cultural
resources impacts (2 histore districts, 1 historic site) and floodplain
encroachments (13 acres).

c2 Dowatown, % Street alignment: ' BC2 - -

One stream impact. No wetland impacts. 37 aeres of terrestrial
wildlife/habitat impacted, ne riparian or upland forsst fmpacts. Low
flondplain encroachments (12 acres). Substaatial noise impacts (17)-
ET commmmity impacts along 9% Street. 21 residential displacsments,
40 commercial displacements, Highest cultueal resonree impacts G
historic districts, 3 historic site) for the Downtown alignments.

3 Downtown, Downstream alignment: . © {BC-2

One stream impact. No wefland impacts. 39 acres of terrestrial
wildlife/hebitat m:npacrcd. 10 riparian, or up]and farest impacts, 9 acres

of fioodplal enf, 1 noise impacts (12). 160
msxdmual displacements, 75 commercial displacemens. Relatively
low cultural resources impacts

(1 histodc district, 1 kistoric site).
’Descnpuon mlmmmwmmdmﬁmnsms.s Nmse,andAppmﬂuB.z,NolsoAnalysﬁ

on. Other il dara are from Table 5.18-1, “Swmmary of Irupacts.” Noise values shown.
in parenthesis are the sum of the number of receptors that 8p hed ded the NAL for either
residentia] receptors (66 dBA or greates) vrmmalremms (71 dBA or greater), and/or those
seceptors elevated +15 dBA or greater, as calculated by EPA from Appendix B2 data. H




SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS
AND FOLLOW UP ACTION

Environmental f f of the Acticn

LO-Lack of Qbjections

The EPA review has not identifled any potential mental i recurring changes to the

proposal, The raview gy have di; d opp jes for application of mitigation measures that could

be accomplished with ne mere than minor ¢hanges 10 the proposal, -
" EC-Emvironmentat Concerns -

The EPA review has identified environmental impact that shoutd be avoided in order to llly protect the
environment. Corrective measures may fequire ges to the p f ve or i of
mitigation measures that ¢an reduce the environmertal impact. EPAwould like to work with the lead agency
to reduce thesa impacts. . .
EOErmdroc [ Obioctl : o
The EPA review has identiffed significant environmertal i ghar st be avoided in order 1o, provids
quate protaction for the envi [+ measuras may require substantal changes fo the
preferred alternative or considerstion of some other project altemative (including the no action altemative
or & nhew sltarmative). EPA imlends lo work with the fead ugency 1o reduce thase impacts.

EU-Enwi atty Unsatisfactory
The EPA review has Identified ; i /I that are of suliicient magnitude that they are
ipoint &f public health or weltare o sovircamental qualty. EPA intends to work
Rthe y impacts are not corecidd Al

ded for referral to the CEQ.

oad agency 1
with the lead agency to reduca these imp
the final EIS stags, this p ol will be

Category ¥-Adequate .

EPA believes thatdraft fy sats forth the envir 1ir tis)of the preferred altarnatives and
- ‘those of the alt fas 1 to the groject or action. No further analysis or data collection

is-necessary, but th reviewer may suggest the eddition of claritying i or i .

Catagory 2-Insufficient Information

The draft EIS doss nat in suficient infe fon for EFA to fil] assess emvironmentalimpacts that should

be avoided in arder to fully protect the t, of the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably

avallable alternatives that are within the spectrum of altemnatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could.
information, data,

reduce the environmental Impacts of the action. The klentifed addi kzes or
discussion should be includex in the final €IS,

.- Category 3-lnadequate - ' - . )
EPA does not believa that the draft EIS adequately assesses potantiaily significant environmental Impacts
of the action, or the EFA reviewer has identified naw, 1 bly avaiiable altematives that are outside of
the spectrum of gltarmatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the
potentially significant envil i £PA beli that the identified additionz! Information, data,

analyses, or discussion are of such a magnitude thar they should have full public review at a draft stage.
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is sdéquate for the purpose of the NEPS and e¢/ Section 309 review,
and ihus should b formally revised and made bie for public ina or revised
dratt EIS. On the basis of the, lal significant i involved, this proposal could be a candidate for
referral to the, CEQ. - "

" one bridge/highway sltemative utilizing one of the East End aliguments. Since the DEIS is putting

EPA Regions 4 and 5 Review and Comments on
Louisville-Sonthern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project
Diraft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
CEQ No. 010428

This project is proposed to improve cross-river mokility between Jefferson County,
Kentucky and Clark County, Indiana because the “c:u:nmg!dgirmybdg’gnhavelbe\‘:am
increasingly congested as population and employment have increased in the Louisville
metropolizan area.” Ons location may be preferred to another. However, each alternative has
fmpacts to the exvironment and the commmunity. . )

EPA understands that growing smart i critical to economic growth, developing healthy
commmunitias, 2nd protecting the environment, all at the same Hme, ‘We also recognize that the
prhnmjmsponsﬂamﬁxhndwdcdsipmmwuﬂdwayﬁwﬂbem_mwm Therefore,
momwmmmwmmmm,mmm

ities mvolved bal the transportation needs with the impacts, to reach a sound final.

May

& .
Maps/Figures: We appreciate the quality mdmmim‘ofmap‘smd_aﬂdalplnwmin
the DEIS. However, clarification is needed. Specifically, the FEIS should inchude maps which

mmwmmmmmmmmmmmhmm“m

J.12

stream locations, ‘Wetlands, strezms and water bodies need to be more clesrly idenrified on the
aerial photographs. Tn addition, wetlands should be clearly distinguished from streans and water
bodies (see Figures 4.8-1a and 4.8-1b) and their identifying Alpha-Numeric Codes from Tal;la*:s

L9

1- I in Appendix B.3 inchded in the figures.

The current aerial photographs show areas of poteqtial coustruction which are inmmediately
adjacent to proposed intexchanges. Ithumlmrwh::hq‘ﬂr:ﬁni:ﬁofﬂnmnﬂimwiﬂ@md
over stream crossings which arc not showm. Larger scale maps, which clearly instrate the entiret;

P.12

of the proposed construction in relation to water bodies and wetlands, would.bo_hclpﬁﬂ: .
mmmamm:hm%smhzwmmeOl.

il
i

C-2 and C-3 slignments in the figures m Appendix A4, mmmﬁmmm:DP;lSﬁm
ﬁmﬁﬁﬂd@iﬁmmmmofﬂnwoxmnﬁymmm.a

B.12

hmwdformsﬁﬁﬂhﬂaﬂ9aﬁmﬁhamhﬂdgeﬂ@wny_ﬂmmdangﬁmw
wmmmmﬂfmmymawmmmm

be incloded in the NEPA documentation. . .
Tables- The noise data éontained in Table 5.18-1, “Summery of Impacts,” in'the DEIS are

D0t consistent with noise data in Chapter 5 (Section 5.5, Noise) and in Appendix B.2, Noise
Analysis Information. AppendixBEa}snnmﬁons“a"aﬁ"H’aBgmmsﬁwhoth%—BudA—
15, but “a” and “b” are pot identified elsewhere in the document. These inconsistencies should be

H.6

corrected, and Table 5.18-1 should be checked in its entirety for consistency with the other data in
the EIS. . .

Atntachment 2 -




Tables throughout the DEIS and DEIS appendices usually do not present informarion for
the Kennedy Interchange options. When information on the Kennedy Interchange options is

presented, the information is usually Jumped in with the Downtown C alignments, particularly the
C-1ali Since wction of the Kermedy Inserchange is proposed for all 9 alignments | B.20
under consideration for the one bridge/highway alternative, the mformarion for the Kennedy Q 4

Interchange options reported in the various DEIS tables should be either reported separatcly :

(which we recommend) or included with the information reported for each of the 9 alignments.
quofmdngmmwnmmemdﬂmmmcopﬁomisdiswmm

since the information in the DEIS tables that convey resowres information (e.g., acreage of
wetlands, woodlands and seream impacts, end munmber of wetlands impacted and crossed,
etc.) for the various aligmments do not ecessarily comcide. For example: The Sunanary of L.7

Impacts Tables 3.6<7 and 5.18-1 in the DEIS provide separate wetlands acreage directly impacted
by each alignment and each of the Kermedy Interchange options under consideration. Tables 3.6-7
and 5.18-1 show zero acres of direct wetland impact for the C-1, C-2 and C-3 alignments.

However, we note that Table 5.10-2 Direct and Indirect Impacts and Cumulative Effects | 1,7
by Alignment, shows that the C-1 end C-3 alignroents would each directly fmpact two wetlands, .

and the C-2 alignment would impact one wedand. This leaves the reader questioning whether

there are fmpacts to wetlands associated with the C al ts that are not being reported in the .
SmmﬂyTebkamﬁthcwedmdmumpmathabhs.w—zfordncmeny
mmmmmmmmofomwmmwgem.mm

n the DEIS should be Ty d for v and dingly for the FEIS.

Purposg & Need :
: mmpomnmmﬁ@mmappwmmwhhm&ngmﬂicmgemm
safety issues fated with the existing Kennedy Interchange and Kemedy Bridge, and
downtown revitalizarion efforts. The potential Rast Eod aligoments (new location) are intended to
snppunpmjecmdgmwmmddewbmwhﬂdmmsymmmmdmymm .
metopokitan and interstate traffic.

ives and NEP. tin .
Preferred alternasive: The docurpent does not identify an environmentally preferred
alternative. NEPA does not Tequire that an envirormentally 1 ive be identified in

the DEIS. map‘mmumhmmm,mmwm
ammmmwmummmmmofmwmumW
EPA'smnmnshﬂudemqnﬂky,naﬁcmixchnpmmdnﬂﬁgaﬂommmmﬂ
growndwater quality, wetlands avoidance and minimizati wetlands mitigath
hmmmﬁ,mdmguedmm&mmmofm&mﬁmsmdﬂnmmﬂr
. project area Sustainable development, environmental justice, and coltural resourcs issues are
additional areas of concern. :

Our ratings are explaimed in the enclosed “Summary of Rating Definitions and Follow up

Phawspeﬁﬁmhydcﬁn:h:hefﬁﬁwhmiswbyﬂnmmﬁexmdy B.141
Interchange.” Itismtc{enrwhethwttﬁsmmrefmmaddiugmw&fmmps,mmcy °

. Far

lanes, etc. Alsa mclude figures in the FEIS that depict the two Kennedy Interchange options for a
one/bridge highway alternative that utilizes one of the East End alignments. Identify whether or ’
nmmmdymmwdomwoddhawmemmmmasthosemmm
depicted in the DEIS with the Downtown alignments. '

Kennedy Interchange Reconstruction In-Place: Based on the data in the DEIS, In-Place

‘reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange would bave fewer impacts than the Kemnedy

Interchange Relocated option. Specifically, In-Place reconstruction would have fewer impacts 10
acres of temestrial wildlife and habitats (25 acres), wetlands (no itmpact), streams (o inapact), and
floodplains (26 actes of encroachment). Furthermore, the mumber of residential (2) and
commercial displacemnents (30) would be fewer for the In-Flace option. The Io-Flace option
would have the same muzber of sites exceeding the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) as
the Relocated option. There would be one historic district impacted.

Kennedy Interchange Relocated: This option would have greater impacts than the In-Place
option. The Relocated option would fmpact 70 acres of errestrial wildlife and habitats and one
werland would be impacted. There would be one stream impacted and 54 acres of floodplam
encroachment. This option would have 9 residential displacements and 50 commmercial .
displacements. The Relocated option would fmpact swo historic districts.

WIIOWIL
C-1 and C-3 Alignments: According to the DEIS, eitber of these two alignments would

have fewer fmpacts than the potential A and B alignments. Construction of anew hridge.
downtown would moeet the stated needs of the project, with respect to traffic safety aud congestion
issues. C-3 would have fewer impacts than C-1 regarding historic districts (1 and 2, respectively)
and number of sites exceeding noise dards (4 and 6, resp
in a greater mumber of residential displacements (160 and 115, respectively), second and third
mnmﬂhmﬂmﬁﬂmwﬂ?s.m. Both the
C-1 and C-3 alignments would have ope stream impact and no wetlands impacts.

B.141

ively). However, C-3 would yesult

-2 Alignmens: Of ol the sligaments, the C-2 oprion has the lowest sumber of residential

diaplmmts@l)mdtbswcndhigh:ﬁwnmmciﬂdi&plmnms(m‘ C-2 would fmpact 37
acres of terrestrial wildlife and habirats, fmpact one stream and no wetlands. Substantial noise
impacts (17) would occur with C-2. EJ coneemns about this alignment have besn voiced by the
local cammmmiry. The C-2 aligement would fmpact 3 historic districts and 3 historic sites.

A-2 Alignment: This aligmment would have a relatively high impact on acres of soil, and
terresurial wildlife habitat (280 acres). However, this alignment would also have fewer noise
fmpacts. Iﬁsﬁmmﬂdhmlﬁmhpmmﬂmuﬁm&(}mk,lmm
and four of its tributaries one time cack. While 6.67 acres of wedands would be impacted, none of
the wetlands are foresied wetlands. A-2 would impact the Jeast mumiber of cultural resources, and
imvolve the least amount of acreage (16 acres) of floodplain encroachment. Substantial noise
mpm(lz).Maﬁwtmemgnﬁchyaﬁrntthhyomespmmdismmtwhh
the Ciry"s Small Area Plan.




A-9 Alignmens: "This alignment would impact 12.4 acres of wetlands, including one
forested wetland. Tlis alignnoent bas the bighest acreage of wetlands impacted among the
alignments. A-9 would have one of the highest aumber of streamn tmpacts (15), among the “A”
alignroents.

Streayn impacts include three crossings of Goose Creek, one crossing of Little Goose
Creek and five of its tributaries, and crosses three tributaries of Lentzier Creek. The DELS
identifies that Gray and Indiana bats were identified i this corridor in the Goose Creek/Little
Goose Creek drainage ares. The DEIS states that the “[1Joss of Indiana bar habizat in this
corridor is more significant than in other corridors due io the likely presence of a matemnity
colony in Goose/Little Goose Creek watershed.”

26 acres of floodplain encroachment would also occur, although A-9 wonld have a
relatively low amount of soil acreage impacted, when conopared to other "A” alignments.
Substantial noise impacts (17). It also crosses the upstream buffer area associated With the Six
Miie Island Natare Preserve. .- : .

A-13 Alignment: The mmnel would minimize and avoid some comtmmity and historic
impacts. The A-13 Aligoment has snbstantial noise fmpacts-(19). The A-13 alignment has the
Highest nuniber of resideptial displacements (42) for the “A” alignments.

A-13 would fmpact 4.82 acres of wetlands, including one forcsted wetland, A-13 would
cross three floodplains and have 21 acxes of transverse floodplain encroachment. Nine stream '
impactswouldocww&thﬂ:isa]igmmm,andimludeonerehdvelylongmssing(l,ﬂz&m)of
Leatzier Creek and one crossing of Harrods Creek.

The DEIS states that induced development from this aligmment would create additional
need for stream crossings in some sensitive watersheds for accessibility and utilities, and the
" Lentzier Creek area is the most Tikely area to experience induced growth. The highest mmnber of

“ cuilrural resource impacts would oceur if this aligmment were implemented, (one historic distict, 7 ’

historic sites, 10 archacological sites).

A-15 Alignment: The tonnel would minimize and avoid some compmmity and historic
imspacts: The A-15 bas substantial noise impacts (16). Bulding this alignment would result in 3.75
acres of wetland fmpacts, a relatively low mxmber when compared to the other “A”" alignments.
Tmpacts to 11 streams inchuding one crossing of Harrods Creek and one of its tributaries, and one
crossing of Lentzier Creek and four of its tributaries would oceur, along with 19 acres of
floodplain encroachment. The DEIS siates that induced development will create additional need
for stream crossings in some sensitive watersheds, for accessibility and utilides, and the Lentzier
Creek area is the yoost likely area to expecience induced growth. This alignment would result ina
relatively high mumber of cultural resource impacts, second only to A-13, .

A-16 Alignment: This alignment would have the highest relative fmpact on acres of soil
(299 acres), acres of floodplain encroachment (39 acres), and terrestrial wildlife/habitat (296
acres). 33.4 acres of tiparian forest and 83.5 acres of upland forest weuld be permanently lost.
The DEIS identifies thar induced changes in laod use will affect forest cover. Any additional
developinent along Harrods Creek would create fragmentation of forest cover.

Tn addition, 6.18 acres of wetlands, inchuding 2 forested wedands, would be impacted
A-16, dlong with A-9, has the highest munber of direct swream impacts (15) for any of the
alignrments, Stream impacts nclude three crossings of Harrods Creek and five of its uibutaries,

amd one crossing of Lentzier Creek and four of its wibutaries. The proposed crossings of Harrods
(Cresk under A-16 would result in extensive realignment of the creck channel This alignment )
would have substantial noise impacts (15).

N

B-1 Alignment: Although B-1 would have the least anount of direct wetland impacts
(2:?4m},ﬁha]maﬁvuwddmmﬂtinﬁ?muftmsﬁﬂwﬂdlﬂhﬂnb&mm
inchuding direct impacis to 35.3 acres of riperian forsst. The DEIS states that induced changes in
land use will affect forest cover and create addirional need for streamn crossings in the
mmmmmﬁmmmgowwammmmmum

Tn addition, the DEIS states thar impacts will be greatest in areas of old growth,
bottoraland hardwoods, and the stream riparian corridor of Lancessange Creek. B-1 would
encroach on 35 acres of floodplain. The DEILS states that it would be cost prohibitive to extend
tridge/highway structures past the floodplain. B-1 would cross Lancassange Creek three times -

and cross one of its tbutaries.
Iheﬁdmnyumdansdeﬁybaxwufum&dmngminthelmmgaawk
drainage area. The DEIS identifies that induced development will be greatest pear interchanges.
The proposed B-1 interchamge closest to the Ohio River (Utica Piks interchange) is Jocated at
un;asnugb&ekwkhhsmodmdweﬂmd&ﬁpﬂimmduplmdfmm-ﬁnhmmhm@htﬁs
Jocation would encorrage development in this area, potentially impacting werlands and riparisn
and epland forests. The B-1 alignment would cross over a Wellhead Protection Area (WHFA) in

Of alt the alignments, B-1 would have the greatest number of residential displacements
(252). Tt is the only alignment that displaces Commmmity Resources (3). The proposed widening of
1-264 would tesult in noise-related comrmmity impacts. This alignment would bave substandal
noise fmpacts (14). . - .

TS Ed fernative : .
Based on the mformation in the DEIS, the C-1 or C-3 alignments with reconstruction of

_mxmmymmgeh-mmmwﬁﬁyummmwnmmmma

wwmmDmmmmmemm&nmhﬁgm
aligiments, m:ﬁgmn!snamarswawcpwhlyhlm&bmcmojminmMSmmﬂ
traffic vohmmes and has the lowest cost ($601 to $943 million).
Bri WA’

This alternative would be & combination of one of the Downtown “C” alignments, along
wir.hon:oft.hanrEsst“A”sjigum:msorNearEsstB-lalignmx,mdomohheKmmdy
Interchange oprions. The A-9, A-16 and B-1 alignments have substantial impacts associated with
themn and are rated EO-2. This alternative would meet traffic end safety issues, and provide
redmdmcyhhmﬂhg&epﬂojedemeshnﬂmﬁicwlmsﬁmﬁ&dhthstS.
.T]ﬁsabmsﬂvehthemostexpeusharmgingﬁum&l%wﬂﬁ&i?nﬂﬁﬂn

Emmﬁmh@mummmmm@zmw
should be given to moomgmﬁmmﬂgumnmdﬁmuﬁmgaﬁhnpmmsaﬂ
Iritigation Teasures 1o mitigate adverse impacts that'cannot be avoided. Due 1o the potential
m%MWmdmdwﬁhﬁsW,uwﬂmmmwﬁwmou
mm.mmmmmwmumwm
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implementation, should be included in the FEIS.

Air Quality

General comments: This document is deficient in its discussion of the current or near-Ierm
starus for air quality. Much more detail relating to the project area’s status with regard to the
1-hour ozone Nationsl Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) should be included, especially
because this area was just recently designated to attatnnent status for the 1-hour zope standard.

I addirion, some discussion of the area’s record with the §-bour ozome standard should be
mcluded. As wrirten, the document does 1ot give a clear picture of the area’s air quality status for
ozone. The area is subject 1o the requirements of transportation conformity mainly becanse of the
exceedances of the 1-hour ozone standard  The docmment does, bowever, contzin more detailed
discussion of the air quality impacts of the project by analysis of carbon monoxide.

Section 4.4.1 Regulatory Serring: The second paragraph in this section should be updated
to reflect that Louisville's redesignation request is final, and that although the area has been
Wmmuﬁmammmm 1-hour ozome National
Ambient Air Quality Standard. As such, the area is sdll subject to the requirements of

As written, it appears that the requiternents for transporiation conformity are contained in
23 CFR 450 and the Transportation Equity Act for the Twenty First Ceatary. The FEIS should
memmmmmmmmmnmm
:hemspormﬁonphnmdmmspomthnhnpwvmpmgmmmﬂcmmﬂn&am
Inplementation Flan (SIF). .

Section 4.4.2 Exisring Ambient Air Quality: This section sbould inciude more detailed
discussion of the ozope monitoring data for the arca, especially because the area, vntil recently,
excesded the NAAQS (one-hour), and is at risk of being in viclation of NAAQS (eight-hour). Air
tuality Informarion of this type is readily available from the state or local sir quality agenc

G.1

G.15

G.16

G.2

GJ3

Section 5.4 Air Quality under Indirect Impacts and Cumulative Effects: The DEIS
contains a sentence that indicates that there are Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) m the
State Implementation Flan (SIF). However, after review of the federally-enforcesble SIP, we have
determined that there are no TCMs contained in the current SIP. .

The discussion abonr this project’s relation to the transportation conformity requirements is

redstermination of conformity will be necessary if the project alternative is not selected. ' While
this is true, conformity s redeterrained every thres years, regardless, in mewropolitan areas. I
fact, Louisville is in the process of redetermining conformity now, 80 & change for the alternative
eould easily be incorporated in this upeoming analysis. :

" The DEIS discusses the inchsion of this project alterpative in the current 2020 Long Renge
TWMWW(MMﬂWszw,mm
releass of a newer Flan). However, since conformity is being redetermined within the year, and the

G.a12 |

G4

G.17

Draft 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan is available, the DEIS should include di ion about
this project in texms of inclusion for the upcoming conformity determination a3 well

Traffic Noise
Tn addition to weffic noise affecting residences and commnercial sites along highways, it
should be poted, relevant to the proposed project, that waffic across bridges can be particularly

noisy. This is becanse bridges are high and exposed, sound wravels well and is unimpeded over
water, and vehicle tires traveling across expansion joims produce additional noise, Overall, traffic

H.20

poise is an envirommental concern in terms of the project meremental increases over existing levels
and the resultant projected noise levels.
Notse Measurements - Based on the noise mformation beginuing on page 4-63 of the

DEIS, the measurement of amibient noise at each receptor is provided fn Leq units. Measurernents
‘were taken for 10 mimutes and were updated by the monitor *10 times per second.” The FEIS

shcu.ucpramwhym—nﬁmﬂexeadin.gswmuxﬂe(ruhe:tbanonehourasﬁorrmleq(l)mic)
or were perhaps six 10-mimute readings averaged to obtain data for one hour? Qur copcern s that

H.21

itispossfdemﬁassmﬁnm&mlmﬁmtmisewmwswhmmrhghmlyaw—m
time frame. The FEIS should further explain bow the 10-mimus measurements are addressed in
FHWA guidelines. . .

Page 4-63 also stares that receptors “...were measured only during peak maffic hours
{7:00 a.n. 10 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.tn.).” Tt should be noted that “peak traffic hours™

H.22

mmtummwﬁmmmmmithmﬂymtmm
therefore not very noisy (“stop-and-go” traffic), The FEIS should determine if measnrements for

The DEIS indicates that the “high” end readings of the reported ambient ranges (pg. 4-63)
ars already at substantial noise levels (62.3, 68.6 &75.2 dBA Leq) prior to any additional

predicted project impacts. Specifically, existing levels are already greater than the FHWA
NAC for Leq for residential and/or ¢onmvercial receptors. Wonld noise mitigation in these areas
bew e:dsﬁnglave]snrNACIeve]s?fibnefm we pote from Appendix B2 that the 1999-

H.23

2000 amibient levels, measared at receptors for Alernative A-2, ranged from 48.7 1o 5.5 dBA
Leg; for A-O ranged from 45.8 to 68,6 dBA Leg; for A-13a and A-13b ranged from 40.7 10 68.6
dBA Leq; for A-158, A-15b and A-16 ranged from 42.6 w0 68.6 dBA Leg; for B-1 ranged from
432 to 66.4 dBA Leg; and for C-1 In Place, C-1 Relocated, C-2 apd C-3 ranged from 59.6 to 75.2
dBALeg. . - '

The truck portion of the waffic projections genetically refexenced on page 5-98
and used in the analysis should be specified 25 a percemrage in the FEIS. This is important since

H.24

trucks are considerably noisier than cars (noise from one truck equals that of 32 cars).
For alignments A-9, A-13a and A-13b, the totals for the “No. of Impacts” columns in Tabl

5.5-1 wexe presented as 24, 30, and 29. However, the totals would imstead seem to add to 23, 28

H.6

and 27, respectively. The FEIS should verify these totals and/or the table entries for these three
aﬁgnmn:smdconef:tdxmasappropcbm

An apparent inconsistenicy exists between Table 5.5-2a and Table 3 in Appendix B.2 in the
mumber of receptors listed fox “Category 1" impacts for alignment A-13b (ic., Table 5.5-2a
rs while Table-3 presents 9 receptors for A-13b). Based on the totals

H.6

presents 10 receptor
generated in both tables (16 receptors), the 9 receptors™ entry Appears comect. The FEIS sbould
verify and correct. .

For clariry, we recormuend that Table 2 in Appendix B.2 indicate that the p ted data
represent the Leg metric as opposed 1o, the L10 mewic. We assume that Leq is used since
NAC valnes of 67 dBA or 72 dBA provided i the table suggest the Leq metric.

H.25




Noise Abatement - We offer the following comments on the FHWA. apd state noise
abaternent guidelimes:

* FHWA NAG: We agres that the referenced 67 and 72 dBA Leq are the FHWA.
NAC thresholds for project resultant noise levels for which noise abatement measures st

be considered for residential and conmmercial receptors, respectively, As stipulated in the
FHWA 23 CFR 772 guideline, we wish to emphasize that such abatement consideration
already applies for predicted noise levels approaching these levels within 1 dBA.

H.26 * Kentucky and Indisma Noise Thresholds - We recogrizs the difficulties imvolved

hmamgmmmmﬁrhmmmaﬁmmmmhgsmﬁtdﬂemahﬁa
for defining substantive noise impacts. Although both Kentucky and Indiana conform. to
the FEWA NAC for resaltant noise levels dus to the project, Kentucky believes thar
incremental increases of 10 dBA or greater are “substantial,” while Indiana believes that

H.27
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increases must be 15 dBA or greater in order w be “substantial™

. We note that soxoe uniformiry in defining a substantial noise Impact is provided in the
DEIS. For example, page 5-98 states that “[¢/he Kenrucky policy, designaring a recepior as
impacted if exceeding the existing level by 10 dBA Leg, ts more conservative and will be uged for
this project.” EPA agrees with Kentucky's policy regarding the incremental threshold, since a
10 dBA increase, 8t any existing noise level, is perceived as 2 doubling of soupd by the hurnan ear.

On the other hand, we note thar the DEIS indicates that thweskolds for noise mitigarion for
this project will be unique to each state, which could be confusing and result in diffcrent levels of
mitigation between the states. We recomnend that FHWA provide additional direction. in this
segard, and that this issuc s clarified for the prefemred aliernative.

Table 5.5-2b (pg. 5-101) Teferences the “INDOT Highway Traffic Noise Policy”
(W'Wl-m@@&ﬁjha@mmmm&n@wd
receptors with No, Minor, Moderate or Severe noise jumpacts. In contrast to the noiss Categories
14 used by Kentucky which were clearly defined in the DEIS (pg. 5-100), the relative nofse
impact terms used by Todizna do not appear o be defined in the DELS. The FEIS should define
the Indiana terms and also attemnpt to reasonsbly equate the Two state nomenclarures (.2,
“severe” impacts for Indiana approximates “x” category for Kentucky).

Nuise Impacts - We note that substantial noise fmpacts in terms of incremental increasss
and resultant noise levels are predicted due to the proposed project, and offer the following
COomments: . . - .

Project Incremental Noise Increases: Table 5.5-1 provides the mumber of mpacted
receptors (“No. of Impacts/No. of Representative Froperdes”) by aligmment and by level of
ineremental increase (0-5, 6-10, 11-15 and >15 dBA increoent categoriss). As suggested above,
Mwﬁ?ﬁmm@w%oflodBAmdwumﬂﬂm :

A , rearrangement of the mcremental impact categories, consistent with the
Kenrucky and EPA approach to reflect thoss residences impacted by <10 dBA versus 10 dBA or
pwu,woﬂdhmmbmﬁdﬂmdwhmiﬂenﬂhmem& In the absence of such
data, the existing data arrangement generally representing the 10 dBA or greater category (ie.,

elevations of 11-15 and >15 dBA) was used. These data show that several alignments have a
considerable mumber of receptors substantially elevated, while others do not.

Based on Table 5.5-1, which provides project noise increase data for twelve aligmments,
those alignments with a considerable murber of substantially elevated receptors are the eight
“A&B"” alignments, Le., A-2 (12 receptors), A9 (17), A-13a(22), A-13b (22), A-152 (20), A-15b
(17), A-16 (14) ad B-1 (9). The four remaining alignments, with lower munbers of substantially
elevated receptors, are the four “C” aligmnents, i.c., C-1 In-Place (4 receptors), C-1 Relocared (3),
C2(4) and C3 (D

Moreaver, the muuber of receptors elevated >15 dBA were also notable for most of the
A&B alignments (5 or 6 receptors, except for B-1 with 2) and the magnitude of the increases
included severe examples (up to +28 dBA in the case of B-1). In comrast, the C aligrmments
exhibited only a few such receptors elevated >15 dBA (0-1), although C-3 showed one increase of
+19 dBA. .

We fuyther note that severe increases sach as the +28 dBA imcrease for B-1, constitute
more than & quadrupling of the existing ambient levels since it imvolves more than a two-time
ncrease of 10 ABA. EPA copsiders such project incremental elevations siguificant (substantiad).
Based on Appendix B.2, it is also noted that most of the receptors along the A&B alignents are
residential (which are more sensitive than comtercial receptors), while most of the receptors along
the C alignments are commercial,

Project Resultant Levels: Appendix B.2/Table 2 Mustrates thar many impacted receptors
are predicted to exceed the NAC after project implernencation, although soms would be below the
NAC and some just above. Residences slong the A&B alignments arc predicted to be clevated as
high as Leq 77 dBA (Al A-16), exceeding the residential NAC by 10 dBA. For commercial
receptors, resaltant levels would be as high as Leq 80 dBA (Alr. C-3), exceeding the cormercial
NAC by 8 dBA. EPA considers such project resultant levels significant (substantial).

Project Overall Impacts: As discussed on page 5-100, Kentucky identifies four eriteria.
that combine incremental increase and resultant level impacts (Categories 1-4). Of these, Category -
1 defines the greatest fmpacts since it defines receprors with a 10 dBA or greater mcrease and 2
Tesultant level that approaches within 1 dBA or exceeds the NAC (the other categorits emphasize
either exceedance of NAC (Category 2) or incremental increases of 10 dBA or more (Categories 3
& 4)). Tables 5.5-2aand 3 (App. B.2) show that most of the Category 1 xeceptors are for the
A&B alignments (ranging from 3-10 receprors) compared 1o the C alignmenrs (1-2 receptors).
Several of the C receptors, however, fall into Category 2 (3-10 receptors) compared to the A&EB
alignments (3-5 receptors), indicating exceedance of the NAC. Using less well defined INDOT
criteria (Table 5.5-2b), most of the severe and moderate noise fmpacts are also predicted for
receptors along the AZB alignmenns. ' :

Noise Tmpacts Conclusions: Based on the above observations, the C lignments result in
1sss substantisl noise increases due to the proposed project when compared to the A&
alignmes, which nclude severe incremental increases of up to +28 dBA- Tn regard to compliance
with the FHWA NAC, all build alternatives show exceedances above the NAC, including severe
exceedances of up 1o 10 ABA. However, receptors along the C alignments are comrercial sites as
opposed to more sensitive residential sites along the A&B alignments. As such, the AZB
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alignments appear to have greater overall noise impacts than the C alignments.

. Noise Mitigarion: No commitment to noise mitigation is offered in the DEIS. Given the
substantial murpber and magnitude of the reported noise impacts, EPA requests that the FEIS
document the efforts made to avoid nofse fmpacts through various project design modifications
(e.g., aligament shifts). Impact avoidance and minimization is particularly fmportant for neise
impacts due to the difficulty in effectively mitigating for noise. Unavoidable noise impacts should
‘be reasonably mitigated. )

EPA recommends inclnsion of an FHWA commitment in the FEIS to attenuate unavoidable
mh@mmammsmmuﬁgw&MmWMm
vegetated berms (suburbs). . To this end, feasibility studies for the selected method(s) should
already be completed for the FEIS, with the predicted resultant noise levels afier mitigation also.
being provided. As part of thess feasibility studies, the FEIS should be more specific regarding
‘barrier cost-effectiveness (1e., what do Kenrucky snd Indi ider & ble cost for a
‘barrier wall in terms of cost per mitigated residence?). As such, the public would be able to
determine from the FEIS what mitigated nolse levels could be expected along the preferred

Follow-up poise monitoring should also be conducted after prospective construction, 10

predicted aremuation levels and o determine whether addirional mitigation is needed.

Other forms of noise mitigation should also be considered in addition to barriers ot in lieu
of barriers where they are shown to be infeasible. These forms might include sound proofing of

' amy sigoificantly affected public facilities, shifting of the right-of-way (ROW) t0 include resideoial

or commmercial receptors that otherwise wowld be adjaceat but outside the ROW and be beavily
MWWOmemMMWwamv&m
least a visual seperation from the project ROW. It is also our understanding that the type of
the forms of mitigation additionally considered aud rasiopales for selection or rejection.

Tn order to receive a Department of Army permit to discharge dredge or fill material into
wmofmUS,,m-wmwwﬁmmmhmdmwhhﬂsm
Wa:ermswﬁnnwmjgnide]ines(TiﬂndOuf:heCodeofFederaleguhﬁon.Sec&onZSﬂ).
that the discharge is unavoidable, and is the least environmentally-damaging p jcable alternative
that will fulffll the basic project purpose.

Direct Impacts: The Sunpnary of Impacts Tables 3.6-7 and 5.18-1 in the DEIS provide
wetland acreage potentially direcily impacted by the alignments under consideration, and inclode
from the uction of the Kennedy Interchange In-

Flace or Relocated. .
Dhmimpmrmgaﬁvmo.o—uﬁmformzombﬁdgemwwmhcmd
2.99 - 12.65 acres for the two b ighway alternative. According to these wbles, the
Dowmtown bridge alignments, (C-1, C-2, C-3), with In-Flace Recaonstruction of the Kennedy
Interchange would have no direct werland fmpacts. However, we note that Table 5.10-2, Direct
aﬂdﬂw}wbﬂpmmdm!aﬁw%ubymmahnwmmc-landC-B
wwmmwuwmm_&ozﬁgmwmwmmm
Yet, Table 5.10-2 shows zero acres of direct wetland impact for alig C-2. The FEIS should

correct this apparent meonsistency.
A two bridges/highway alternative that utilizes the A-9 alignment, with a Relocated
Kemvedy Interchange and ope of the Downtown alignments, would directly impact 12.65 acras.

- Aligomeat A-9 would directly ipact 11 weslands, including bisecting a 3.6 acre forested
werand. Aligmment A-13, (without considering Kermedy Irerchange impacts), would impact 11
wetlands (4.82 acres of direct fmpact), Including impacting a 7.5 acte forested wetland.

g on which table the reader consults, (Le., Table Il in Appendix B.3, Takle 5.10-

2 (pp. 5-138 to 5-154), or Table 3.6-7), Alignment A-16, (without considering Kenmedy
Interchange fmpacts), would fmpact either 15 or 15 wetlands (6.18 acres or 9.0 acres), including
impacting either one or two forested wetlands, (i.e., wetlands KE-WE-7 and KE-WE-11A).

Alignment B-1 would impact 6 or 7 wetlands, for a total of 2.74 acres or 5.1 acres of direct
wetland Joss. The A-Z aligimnent would impact 13 orl5 wedands, for a direct itnpact of 6.67 acres
or 7.7 acres. A-15 would impect 11 or 12 wetlands, for a loss of 3.75 acres of wetlands. The
FEIS should rectify the disparity between wetland information presented in the DEIS tables.

Forested Wetlands: ‘We are particularly concerned with the loss of forested wedands,
Forested wetlands are extremely hard to successfully repli When selecting a preferred
slternative, avoidancs to forested wetlands should be & top priority.

We note that the one bridge/highway alterative that utilizes alignmens C-1, and
reconstruction of the Eemmedy Interchange In-Place, would have either little or no wetland
mpacts, appears 1o satisfy the safety and congestion needs idemified, and acceptably handies
projected Year 2025 travel demand ecross the Ohio River.

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts: We note that while direct acreage Ioss of wetlands

appears to be modest, we are concerned with indirect impacts and incremental curmilativeloss of
indirect fmpacts and larive loss of wetlands that are
associated with high quality ripadian and upland forested habicats.

Table 5.10-2 states: “Induced development will likely cause some loss of wetlands,
‘particularly in de minimus categories and some areas covered by nasionwide permizs.” We note
that Figure 4.8-1a Wazer Resources, Floodplains and Wetlands shows alignments A-2, A-13, A-
15 and A-16 would bisect Lentzier Creek in Indiana, and many of its wibutacies. The Figure
shows that this area of Lentzier Creek and its tributavies are forested, and appear to have
associated wetlands,

The B-1 aﬁgmtwouﬂmmm&eekhhﬁmsﬁmamdmssmof&s
tributaries. The federally endangered Gray bat was found slong Lancassange Creck during
iological smdies for this project. Figure 4.8-1a shows that a substantial portion of Lancassange
Creek in the project area has associared & d areas and wetlmds. We note that the iterchange
closest 1o the Ohio River (Utica Pike interchange) proposed for a B-1 alignment is at Lancassange
Creek :

Interchange areas are identified in the DEIS as most susceptible to induced development
from a bridge/highway project. EPA. suspects that, due to direct and indirect impacts to
mwmmmﬁwmmmmmmmm&nsemwmmm
amdfor degraded due to induced development from the project, if the B-1 alignment is chosen.

AﬁgumemA—B.wihSmssmgsofGooseCnek,ommsﬁngoﬂmkascCruk,md
their associated wetlands and a siparian forest habitat in Kenmcky, would also be impacted. The

.. Gmybumhﬂimnhtmﬂsoiwnﬁﬁ:me@csecﬂkmdnrhgbhhgimlmfw
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this project. A-16 would cross Harrods Creek in Kentucky 3 times, impacting its werlands apd
associated riparizn forests. A-13 has long crossings of both Harrods Creek in Kentucky and
Lentzier Creek in Indiana

Even though bridges are proposed for crossing &l named creeks for this project, this will

L.14

m:pwewmsdesmnhnofMWgwﬁmh:hsﬂwephh,crmnphndmm
with these creeks, Cmeqnmﬂy,wﬂdﬁfehnbin&andwﬂﬂ]iﬁcorﬂdcrsﬂbedcgmded.
particularly due to habitat fragn ion. EPA encourages bridging actoss floodplains, wheo
faasible, to reducs impacts on flood flow and wildlife corridors. -

Wetland Mitigation

L.15

L.16

We are pleased that the DEIS (p. 5-129) states: “Mitigation plan(s) would be incorporated
| for wetland impacts as pars of the FEIS.” The FEIS should inchude the detailed wetland
‘mitigation plan for the preferred alternative selected.

'Mitigation requirements under 40 CFR Section 230 address the replacement of the wetland
fanctions and values that are vnavoidably lost. EPA generally agrees with the typicel mitigarion
ratios presented in the DELS. The DEIS identifies  3-4:1 mirigation ratio for forested wetlands.
If certain mitigation detals cannot be provided at the time the FEIS is written, then the FEIS
shonld contain statements of commitment 1o develop 2nd do those portions of the mitigation
work/plan tha ere not inchuded. Any finel mitigation plan should inchade, but not be limited to:

. 2 cormitment to acquire and start work at the mitigation site/s or purchase mitigation
credits at a mitigation bank prior to project construction;

. a detailed schedule of events in relation to bridge/highway work and wetland

creation/restoration work;

detafled wetland consouction plans;

a detajled mitigation monitoting pian, ncinding a time table;

detailed performance criteria to measure wetland mitigaton success;

detatled specifications and comemitments for corrective measures to be taken if performance

criteria are not met; and,

. a cormitroent 10 the estabfishment of a protection and. g plan in perperuity Gie.,
legal surveys of the specific boundaries with buffers conservation easements that are
given to a land conservancy organization) for all mitigation areas.

We recormmend a poind 100-foot vegetated buffer be provided around cach wetland
mitigation site. The buffer will cnhance wildlife habitat and protect the site from sediment buildup
M:mmmﬁmlwmmmwm&mm(&g,gmﬁ
development construction, farming). We suggest the proponeats consider planting indigenous tree
sepﬁngsh&eweﬂmdmﬂhmmhdpmﬂimfwmehssofﬁpmmdupmwmﬂ
habitat, We recommnend protection of the buffer area in perperuity. Because of the difficulty snd

L.17

fenges of ing a naw wetland, restoration of existing wetlands is preferred o wetland
creation.

‘Wetland erlbancernent can also be a valusble means of providing conmpeusatory mitigation.
However, EPA does not consider enbancement t have occrrred unless a suite of wetland
functions have besn enhanced (rather than only one). Regandless of the wirigarion option chosev,
it is eritical to establish baseline conditions for the proposed mitigarion site, aod 10 develop
qmﬁmemsmmdmbdmmm

1f mitigation cannot be performed within the same watersheds where wetland fmpacts
oceur, and:xﬁﬁgaﬁonbmk‘mgispmposed as an option, then details on the mitigation banki(s),
should be included in the FEIS. This information should inchade, but is not limited to, the location
oflhenjﬁgaﬁﬂntmﬂ:(s).mﬂﬂ:emspecﬁvt service arsa(s), description of the bank's landscape
setting {geomorphology), water source(s), vegetative structure and composition, identification of
ﬂnbmkoww.mmlmgewbepmsed,qpﬁmdmagcdwaMmhepmchm
cost,andmeqﬂanaﬁcnofhowth:ﬁmcﬁonsmdvaluesofrheweﬂmdshmmrephmdbythe

sed miti

T 1 i

Acmrdhgwhblei&?ﬂrbomaﬁm:swn}ddimcﬂyimpam%muf
terrestrial wildifa habitat for C-1 and C-3. The C-2 alignment would jmpact 37 acres. However,
ﬂnsemmbusdonotooiwi‘lewiththoseoa‘faﬂnsﬁ-zDmcrdh;gnmembnpaasbyﬁabim
Type. Table 5.7-2 indicares a 0.7 acre loss of non-developed land for alignments C-1 and C-3, and
0 acres of non-developed land for C-2. Table 3.6-7 shows the Kemmedy Interchange
mmmmmmmmummm&wmmmm The
mmmmmmummmwmﬂzm& The Far East alignments
mmNmEuﬁgmmswuﬁmngmmmeml%mwmwz%m
(A-16). The&!aﬁgmmmmnﬁhnpmm_m

Wempﬂﬂcuhﬂywnmuedabouﬂhebsoofﬂpmfnrmmdup]mmhm

. The DEIS (p. &Tmmﬂmmmmﬂdm&dmwmwmymm

chmeh,moﬁmmmhsdwﬂhﬂaﬂwdp}sh mymashnpwm:w,foodmmcesmd
wavel corridors for animals within the project area. Upland forests are distributed throughout the
mﬁtmﬂmhﬁmﬂmﬂapﬁxﬁmmﬁp@mmnﬁm They serve as fmportant
cover and food sources for animal species within the project area. They aiso serve as vegetated
‘buffers to help protect warter quality in a soeam.

The DEIS (pp.S-SDmS-SZ)mmmatanmmhpedmsabngﬂanEmm
Fahﬁmhmm,mmmm In Clark County,
MmﬂnDﬂSmmdmmmpdmmprhuﬂymmplmdhmsﬁmiﬂm
conmrercial developmment for alignments A-2 and A-16. '

 Direct Alignment Impacts by Habitat Type, Table 5.7-2: This table provides information on
@mof&mwwﬁwwmmmmﬁNmmm Jmpacts
are tiot given for the Kemmedy Taterchange. Table 5.10-2 provides information on the direct,
indirect and curmilative effects by alignment to “Woodland.” The direct acreage impact provided
in these tables do not coincide. Forcxmle:TabBS.lO—Zinﬁicamsso.amof“woomd:'
wonld be directly impacted for te A-2 alignment. However, Table 5,7-2 indicates 8.4 acres of
dﬁwinpmm‘ﬁpmfomsfmdwﬁmdmmmmﬁxpmdwmammmf
102.9 acres of direct forest impact for alignment A-2. Similar discrepancies berween these tables
are noted for the other sligmments. This discrepancy should be explained end, if applicable,
remedied in the FEIS. Table 5.10-2 does not provide information on direct impacts from the
Kemnedy Interchange options. :
Basedonthehfmmﬁnnpemwd_inthcmblesofmzbﬁis,i:appmmata-lﬁwomd

L.18

K.28

K.29




have the greatest direct impact on forested habitat (112.7 or 116.9 acres), followed by A=2 (80.6
or 102.9 acres), A-13 (59-7 or 94.2 acres), A-15 (72.1 or 87.9 acres), B-1 (38.7 or 71.8 acyes),
and A-D (48.8 or 62.6 acres) for the East End alignments. The Downtown alignments would have
far less impact to riparian forest and upland habitar. The C-1 and C-3 aligoroents would either

have mo wopact, or 0.5 acres of mpact to riparian forest The C-2 alignment is shown as having o

impacts to forest land.

Indirect Impacts: The DEIS (Table 5.10-2) states that induced changes in land use will
affect forest cover for all the East End aligomoents. Tmpacts will be greatest in areas of old growth,
bottomland hardwoods and stream riparian corridors. No information is provided in the DEIS on
the locations and amounts of old growth forest that would be impacted by the various alignments,

The DEIS (Table 5,10-2) also states that under alignment A-9, development along Goose
and Little Gaose Creeks will create fragmentation of forest cover. For A-16, additional
development along Harrods Creck would create fragmentation of forest cover. The highway
crosses the creek several times, and would cause extensive realigument of the chammel. B-1
impacts would be associsted with the stream riparian corridor of Lancassange Creek. B-1 crosses
this stream 3 times and, according to the DEIS, parallels Lancassange Creek from the SR 265/5R
62 imerchange south almost to the Ohio River ing. Induced changes in lmd use will probably
not affect forest cover for alignments C-1, C-2 and C-3.

' Cumulative Impacts: Table 5.10-2 states: “The Northemn Training Complex [Bullin
Couny, K¥] will remove 3000 to 4000 acres of forest cover. Tree removal will occur along
Woodland and Mud Creeks. Access to Salt River may disturb dland vegetation. Devel

of the INAAP on Clark County sector may affect an undetermined area of forest in the southeast
corner of the property.”

Misigation: With e substantial prejected Joss of forest land in Bultitt Couzty, the
undetermined loss from the proposed development of the INAAP in Clark County, and planned

and induced development in the project area, it is clear that the loss of forest babitat and the forest .

jon associated with sy of the East End alipnments will contribure 10 significant loss of
forest wildlife habitat in the project area .

The DEIS does not identify whether local comrmmities in the study area have ordmances,
zoning regulations or sope other means to protect forest habitat. This information should be
included in the FEIS. The FEIS should also contain a forest mitigation plan that cornpensates for
any loss and frapmentation of forest habitat due to the alignment or aljgnments chosen for the
preferred alternative.

Prime Farmland: None of the Downtown alignments or Kennedy Interchange options
wonld impact farmland.  All Far East alignments would impact between 110 acres (A-16) and 153
acres (A-2) of prime farmiland. The B-1 alighment would fmpact 143 acres of prime farmland.

Agricultural Districts: 'While alignment A-9 would not divide farmland parcels it would
jmpact the Agricultural District in Kentucky, along with alignments A-13 and A-15.

Division of Farm Parcels: Aligmuents A-2 and A-16 would both divide 6 farm parcels
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along their proposed alignments. The B-1 aligument would divide 5 farm parcels.

Mitigation: The DEIS (p. 5-53) indicates thar mitigarion for farmland fmpacts will be
iovestigated. All mitigation measures should be identified, and committed 10, in the FEIS. These
activities should be coordinated with the appropriate state aud federal agencies-

Sarface Water

The DEIS, (pp. 477, 478 and 4-81 to 4-86), indicates that in Kentacky most of the
mmwmﬁmymmwmwmw”mkdmwmwﬂﬁcf
the Clean Water Act. Hamods Creek, which was previously listed as an impaired stream, was
added to the Total Mexinam Daily Load (TMDL) program in 1995,

hmmmmgamkmmm&uk.mmtwumhﬂm. The
Ohio River is listed as an impaired stream with respect to fish consumprion and swimmiing, due to
elevated levels of pathogens, priority organics, and PCBs.

Most streams listed as impaired in the stady are included due to pathogens and low
dissolved oxygen. Reasons for their impafrment vary, but for most streams, the DEIS identifies
that construction and development in the streams® watersheds have contributed to degraded stream

Tables 3.67, 5.8-1, 5.10-2, and Table IV in Appendix B.3 provide information on stream.
impacts artribured to each slignment. Informarion on direct stream iropacts from the Kennedy
Tnterchange options is provided only in Tables 3.6-7 and 5.18-1. Please note that the direct stream
jmopact imformation provided in Table 5.10-2 does not coincide with the direct stream impact
information provided in Tables 3.6-7, 5.18-1 and Table IV.

Direct Impacts: Based on informarion. provided in Table IV aud Table 3.6-7, the mumber
of direct sream impacts (i.e., mumber of stream/waterway crossings) for the Far East aligmments
(uﬂbmﬁshdh;dnﬁmknpmﬁom&ﬂmdyhmchmgeopﬁom}m@ebwm?
(aligmment A-13) and 15 (alignments A-9 and A-16). Alignments A-2 and A-13 would have 10
snd 9 stream impacts, ively, The Near East B-1 alignment would impact streams 8 times.

The DEIS (p. 5-121) correctly identifies that more stream crossings will mesn greater
Jikelihood of impasting water quality. This would also mean that multiple crossings of oze stream
would increase the Hkelihood of iropacting the water quality of ther stream. 'We are particularly -
concemed with those alignments thar not only have a high munber of siream crossings (A-9 and A-
16) but also cross & particular stream more than one Hme. Alignment A-9 would cross Goose
Creek 3 times and alignment A-16 would eross Harrods creek 3 times. The B-1 alignment would
cross Lancassange Creek 3 tmes. '

The Downtown alignments have the least umber of direct stream impects. Depending on
which table the reader consults, the C-1 and C-3 alignments would each have either 1 or 2 stream
impacts, The C-2 alignment would have 0 or 2 stream impacts. Table 3.6-7 identifies no stream
mmformzm—phmhmedyhm&mgeopdommdlmhnwﬁwthcw
Kennedy Interchenge option. The one bridge/highway altemative that wilizes one of the
memmmmmymmwmmﬁ:ﬁwmm
hnpacmmdpomﬂhnpmsmwmqmﬁtythaumyoftbc&sl&daﬁgmss.

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts: Table 5.10-2 indicates that induced development will
reats addirional need for stream crossings in some sensitive watersheds for accessibility and
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urilities for all of the Far East and Near East alignments. The DEIS indicates that the Dowatown
ﬂiﬁmﬁ will probably not create a need for additional stream crossings for accessibility and
utilitiss,

Intexchange areas are identified in the DEIS as most susceptible to induced development
from a bridge/highway project. Table 5.10-2 states that “Induced development will create
additional need for stream crossings in sensitive Lancassange Creek and Goose Creek watersheds
to provide accessibility and wilities.” The B-1 alj would cross Creekin
Indizna 3 times and cross one of its tributaries. We nots that the interchange closest to the Ohio
River (Utica Pike interchange) proposed for the B-1 alignment is located at Lancassange Cresk.
The location of this interchange is not conducive for protecting the water quality of Lancassange
Creek and its associated wetlands, and riparian and upland forest that most Hkely contribute to the
protection of water quality in Laneassange Creelk.

The Lentzier Creek area in Indiana is identified as-the most likely area to experience
induced growth. The A-2, A-13, A-15 and A-16 alignments all traverse the Lentzier Creek
watershed and its northem tributaries. These alignments include a proposed interchange at Salem
Road. Sheet2 of 15 in Appendix A 1 and Figure 4.8-1a depict the location of the proposed
highway and Selem Road interchange. They show that the mterchange is Jocared within or near
several forested areas of various Lentzier Creek tributaries. The direct impacts to thess tributaries
::15&5- direct and ;k;\ic'_, due to expected induced growth cansed by an East End

idge/highway will most have adverse onthe ity and quali i
- Ly impacts on the quantity and quality of water in

Goose Creek and Harrods Creek watersheds are identified in the DEIS as already
susceptible to development pressures. . Goose Creeks is crossed 3 times by alignment A-9.
wﬁggzga—lz, antift—]:: all cross Hammods Creek once and A-16 crosses Harrods Creek 3
times. claims tummels under the Dromenard Property proposed with alipnmenies
2;.':13“?;&-15, may decrease accessibility and induced development for property along U.S. 42 in

Alternatives: The one bridge/highway alternative that utilizes one of the Downtown
aligmments will have fewer direct, indirect and curmalative fmpacts on stwéams in the stdy arsa
them any of the Bast Bod alignments T the two bridges/highway alternative is chosen as the
prefermed altemative, we d carcful consideration of all stream impacts, includng whether
the alignment has first avoided, then minimized stream impacts, and then whether there are feasihle
mitigation measures that will be utilized to rectify any unavoidable impacts to these strearms.

The FEIS should identify whether the preferred alternative with its associated alignment(s)
and Kennedy Inrerchange option, is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative that
satisfies the Purpose and Need per Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) guidelines (Title 40 of the

Code of Federal Regulation, Section 230).

Mirigarion: The DEIS proposes bridging across all of the named streams and some of the
unnamed tributacies, EPA encourages bridging across the floodplains associated with streams,
?rhenfeasible,b;crderwmjnhnizzkupamsunﬂnodﬂoWSndwﬂle‘emnidor& The DEIS also
Hsts proposed mitigation measures to help protect surface water quantity and quality during
copstruction end operation of any of the alignments. The FELS should include the specific
measures that will be implemented for the preferred altemative.

Based on the information provided in the DEIS, i is unclear whether or not local

commumities have zonig and/or land use plans or other provisions, for protecting and/or

enhancing the water quality of their unimpaired and mmpaired streams. The DEIS does not J.33

reference the pertinent sections of the various local communities’ planning and regulatory
provisions that detail the protective measures that would be used for protecting and enhancing
their aquatic resources. The FEIS should document or reference this information for the preferred
alternative with its associated alignment(s) and Kennedy Interchange option.

Groundwater and Wellhead Protection

Based on our review of the DEIS, the project will not impact an EPA designated Sole
Source Aquifer (SSA) i Kentucky or Indiana.

Page 5-119 states that Aligmments A-2, A-13, A-15, A-16 would impact the proposed
Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA) proposed by the Louisville Water Company LWC) i
Kentucky. In Indiana, the DEIS (pp. 4-86, 4-87, 5-118 and 5-119) indicates thar alignment B-1
would cross the Babb wellfield in a proposed WHPA along the Ohio River in Clark County. The
Babb wellfield contains 13 wells and is one of two wellfields in the proposed WHPA.

The DEIS jndicates that the Babb wellfields are managed in accordance with The Southern
Indiana Operations of Indiana-American Water Compary, Inc. (INAWC) Wellhead Protection

Management Plan (Plan). Details of the Plan are not provided. However, the DEIS (pp. 5-118 134
and 5-119) indicates that the Indiana Wellhead Protection Rule limits activities within a 200-foot|

sanitary setback, inchuding roadways, paved and unpaved surfaces accessible to transportation
activities. Please clarify whether or not this rule applies to the Babb wellfields.
Based on informarion provided in the DEIS, it is unclear whether the East End aliguments

will adversely impact the aquifers that are utilized by the wells in the WHPAs. Please clarify the | j 35
extent of the potential impacts from the project, and how the Wellhead Protection Areas would bg

managed with respect to these impacts. Please clarify the regulatory and non-regulatory controls
for the WHPAs. Please document in the FEIS the coordination with local water suppliers.
We are particularly concerned whéther or not an accidental spill on the highway or bridge

through or near 2 WHFPA, could potentially contaminate the aquifers wilized by these wellfields. [y 4
Also, clarify whether or not the placement of bridge piers through the aquifer(s) ntilized by these :

wells could act as conduits for contamimation of the aquifer(s) either during construction or
operation of the bridge/highway. = e

Tf applicable, provide the prevention measures that will be incorporated fnro the design,
comstruetion, and operation of the bridge and highway to protect the water quality of the aquifers
urilized by wells in the WHPAs. EPA encourages the sponsors of the project o coptact

representatives of the State of Kentucky Wellhead Protection Program (WHFF) and the J1

Groundwater Section of the Indiana Department of Environmental Management and mclude them
in the planning process and keep them informed of the project’s progress. :

Yo addition, the DELS (p. 4-87) states there are additional wells, owned by the State of
Indizna, exist just east of the proposed Indiana WHPA. The FEIS should identify whether or vot| J-36
these wels are used as drinking water supply wells and whether they would be adversely impacted

by any of the Bast end alignments. The FEIS should also include mitigation measures for these
wells, if applicable.

Karst Topography

The identificarion and location of karst features, and their relation to the alignments under 137
consideration, are Dot included m the DEIS. Page 5-124 of the DEIS stares, in part, that karst °
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features and their relationship to the preferred alternative will be determined by INDOT in
cooperation with IDNR, IDEM and US FWS, Bloomington Field Office during the project design
phase. The FEIS should say what agencies will identify karst features for the Eentucky side.

However, in ordqr to identify any potential significant impacts to karst features associated
with the various alignments, it would seem appropriate that the survey would have been done and
results included in the DEIS, in order to compare fmpacts on karst features from the alipnments
currently under consideration.

‘We recommend that the FEIS provide the survey information, and include an explanation
on how impacts to karst features, if applicable, were considered in identifying the preferred
alternative.

Habitar: The DEIS (pp. 5-109 and 5-110) identifies caves, underground streams,
sinkholes and springs as karst features. Karst features occur in area Jimestones, particularly along
the bluffs of the Ohio River in both Indiana and Eentucky. A variety of species use this habjtat
type, including the endéngered Gray and Indiana Bats (p. 5-110). Habitat issues related to karst
topography should be discussed i further detail in the FEIS.

Groundwater: Groundwater is extremely sensitive 1o contamimation from the surface in
karst regions. Efforts should be taken to identify sinkholes that could be impacted by storm water
nmoff. When siokholes are identified, steps should be taken 10 ensure that runoff docs not
adversely affect aquifers.

Please clarify whether there are any private wells which could be impacted by storm water
discharging 1o karst features. Issues associared with the Riverbank Infiltration Program in
Kentucky should be given serious consideration when choosing the preferred alternative anid if
applicable, an Bast End alignment, This project should be planned in cooperation and consultation
with the local public water suppliers and representatives from the Kentucky and Indiana Wellhead
Protection Programs. EPA encourages the sponsors of the project to contact representatives of
the Stare of Kentucky Wellhead Protection Program (WHPP) and the Groundwater Section of the
Indizna Department of Envirommental Management and include them in the plamming process and
keep them informed of the project’s progress.

Mitigation: The FEIS should include the mirigation mmeasures, if applicable, that will be
implemented to address impacts associated with karst features.

da ies

‘We note that federally-protected species are listed for the area by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS). EPA principally defers to the FWS regarding endangered species
assessments, and encourages FHWA, INDOT, and KTC to continue coordination with the FWS as
appropriate. 'We recommend that the FEIS describe how the preferred altemative avoids,
minimizes or Imitigates potential impacts to these species.

Table 4.7-1, Federally Threatened and Endangered Species Potentially Occurring in the
Project Area, m the DEIS indicates that the federally-endangered Gray bat was found during
biological surveys for this project in the Little Goose Creek drainage area, the function of Goose
Creek and Little Goose Creek, and in the Lancassange Creek drainage area. The federally-
endangered Indiana bat was found during the biological survey in the Goose Cresk drainage. The
riparian forest in these drainage pathways provide habitat for the Indiana and Gray ba. -

Alignments that would directly jmpact these drainage areas are A9 and B-1. In ad.:lmon, the
DEIS (p. 5-114) states that [the Indiana and Gray bat] may occur enywhere within the project

area.

Hazardous Substances ; T i
Page 4-114 states that a database search was performed to identify potential hazardous

ites ji i i DEIS doesmot | N.6
waste sites in the project area. Please clarify which database was searched. The
menﬁonwhctbﬁmyofthchstedsiwsmrcgﬂamdunderCERCLAormandwha.trha
regulatory status of those sites are. : L
g‘ﬂa'Il'gcsomsofmel’hasel.ﬁ,mdﬂldatamﬁoncdhtheDEISmcdsi_:lapﬁcahm;Ene
sonrces of the information shown in Table 4.12-1 are not specified, Iuaddil.:iun,_msunnk.ar N.7
whether the information comes from a recent survey, from a file search of historical records, or

both

Iheﬂgminﬂissecdonshnwmialphswgraphsofhamdousmm Please
cmfywmmcSiwstﬁsmdmCERﬂls,RmS,mﬂmomspegﬂcdmbm.m N.8
addiﬁou,gmﬁmdmﬂmwhnmcrtheyammguhwdashrgcormnqumqhwdcm

waste generators, treatment, storage, and/or disposal facilities, et P —
gmpnﬁmhyofrhepotmﬁﬂprojmtmnmﬁmaﬁgmnemwdnhafmdwss@stm N.2
sites is unclear. Amapshowiugwhﬁmﬂnmtenﬁalaﬁgnmmeminrelaﬁonshp 1o the sites

would be belpful.
Onpagcd—ll?,&:camnym“ACM,”EsmdmﬂtoGﬂrkb&hﬂE Quarry, needs to be N.9

defied. ) :
Finally, if hazardous waste site remediation is needed in order for project construction

sctivities to proceed, the DEIS should mention how the FHWA, INDOT, and KTC plan to
coordinate these activities with EPA and the appropriate State agencies. Although Page 4-115 N.10
mxionstha:onepmperrymceivedamcomndzﬁcnfoﬁhasem(wmedia&qg),mnDEIS does
not mention the regulatory status of this site vnder EPA or Indiana state authoritics, or whether

there are any existing plans by these agencies and/or the Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) for
site remediation.

Cnltural Resources/Historic Preservation 3 :
EPAremgniz:sﬂmmousmdsigniﬁwmismeﬁamgudmgpommladym
effects o cultural resources from the proposed project. Wealsoareawa:eoftheong.omg B
Naﬁond}ﬁswﬁckemﬁnnMSwﬁwlwmmuhaﬁcnmmeA&VisuwCommlmesmm
Preservation and the State Historic Preservation Officers. Therefom,EPAdefa'snodmpmﬁes
involvedinthnSecﬁcnlﬂﬁmnsﬂmﬂonwwusiﬂaandmadd:essthosemm&laﬂmeeﬁem
associated with the proposed project. o ; i
InfomaﬁonpmvidedhtheDElSﬁmﬁﬁesnmmuscﬂhrﬂaﬂdhsmmm;omeswm

could potentially be impacted by all the alignmments and the Kennedy Interchamge opp‘ons. We
recommend that FEWA inchude the results of the Section 106 consultation process mtheFElS F.26
This will insure that any adverse effects to cultural/bistoric resources, and possible mitigation

measures for adverse effects, are identified for each alignment, and taken into consideration when

selecting the alignment(s) anﬂopuonstbatcompnsetheprefmedalmmmxdemﬁedmfne

_ FRIS.
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Relocation of Businesses & Residences

It appears as though the Near East and the Downtown alignments, (B-1, C-1, C-2, C-3),
result in the highest residential and/or cormmercial relocations. B-1, the Near East alignment,
fmpacts 252 residences, 24 businesses and 5 community resources. These numbers are substantial.

According to the document, alignment B-1 would not support development in parts of
Indiana and Kentucky that are designated for furore development, nor would it support the
downtown revitalization effort. The Downtown aligmments C-1, C-2, and C-3 impact 115, 21,
and 160 residences, respectively, and 30, 40 and 75 businesses, respectively.

Alienments C-1 and C-3 both result in substanrial impacts to busmesses and residences.
Based on the information provided in the document, C-2 is the alignment that appears to have the
fewest residential and commercial inopacts, among the Near East and Downtown alignments.

Social Impacts & Envi ental Justice

Demographics: The Louisville Metropolitan Area (LMA) has an overall minority
population of 17.4 percent. The percentage of African Americans (14.7%) within the LMA is
almost twice that of the overall African American population of Kenracky/Indiana (7.3/8.4%). A
majority of which resides in Jefferson and Clark Counties. According to the document, the
majority of the low-income and/or minority populations appear to reside near the Downtown
alignments C-1, C-2 and C-3 (which include areas that have been classified as
empowenment/enterprise zones by the federal govermment).

Economic Impacts: According to the document, mzny projected jobs in urban
environmental justice areas of Louvisville (ie., Jefferson County) will be lost 1o the eastern part of
the LMA or across the river to Indiana if the projected eastern development occurs. Even though -
thsshzﬁmayresultmanovmﬂregkma]gmnmjobs, areas thar are in need of revitalization, such
as downrown Louisville and surrounding potential environmental justice areas of concern, may be
adversely mpacted. While the DEIS acknowledges that economic redistribution will oceur, it is
unclesr how these issues are being addressed or if there are opportunities to ipimize or mitigate
for these losses. These concerns should be addressed in the FEIS. }

Communiry Impacts: Tt appeats as though the Near East and the Downtown alignments
®-1,C-1, CZ,CBJresuhmthc]nglmstmsJﬂ:mualandlarcommcialmlocaﬁons. B-1, the Near
East alignment, impacts 252 residences, 24 businesses and 5 commmunity resources. These munbers
are substantial.

According to the docuent, alternative B-1 would not support development i parts of
Indiena and Kentucky that are designated for future development, nor would it support the
downtown revitalization effort. The Downtown alignments C-1, C-2, and C-3 fmpact 115, 21,
and 160 residences, respectively, and 30, 40 and 75 businesses. Alignments C-1 and C-3 both
result in substantial fmpacts to businesses and residences, Based on the mformarion provided in
the document, C-2 is the alignment that appears to have the fewest residential and commercial
impacts among the Near East and Downtown alignments.

However, the C-2 slignment will also isolate west Louisville from dovmtown Louisville.
According to page 3-42 and comments from western alignment residents, C-2 would have
significanrly more commumity fmpacts, sines it would impact the neighborhoods along 9* Street in
downtown Louisville, end create changes in access and affect commumity cohesion. C-2 would

also have other significant envirommental justice concerns with regard to lower income and
minority populations.

Page 3-42 states that risk of discovering contarninated materials on the Downtown
alignments (C-1, C-2 and C-3) “...Is high, due 1o documented past industrial uses that existed or
continue to exist in downtown Louisville and Jeffersonville, Indiana.” This informarion was
contained in the discussion of preliminary alignments (Section 3.4.3), but it should also be

_ incorporated mro the section on. environmental justice/social impacts. In addition, it is unclear how

these issnes and Impacts will be addressed or resolved. This information should be provided in the
FEIS.

In surpmary, the document states that disproportionate mmpacts for environmental justice
areas adjacent to the C alignments such as noise, vibration, comrmmnity cohesion, hazardons
materials, visual aesthetics etc., can be mitigated. Spoc:&cmngaﬂonmesshouldbe,mﬁhded
in the FEIS.

Environmental Justice Data: Tablz 4.1-3 on page 4-5 in Chapter 4 (Affected
Environment) shows per capita mcomes for 1989 for the proposed project area, Is there more
recent data available for per capita incomes comparable to the population data found i table 4.1-
27

Table 5.1-14, which presented a summary of Census Data in the LMA, is confusing
because of the way it is labeled and organized. The title should clarify whether the informarion -
refers to data for the county or data for the corridor. For example, the colurm entitled “mimber of
block groups™ should be identified as “number of block groups in the covmry.” All of the county
information should have been prouped next to each other, (ie., mumber of block groups in the
counry, mumber of nrnority poverty block groups in the county, etc.), and the same thing should
have been done with the comridor information.

I is also unclear how the poverty and minority percentages for the five county LMA were
derived. 'When you average percent poverty data for the five counties, one does not get the
numbers shown in the figure. Therefore, these figures should be more clearly explained or re-
examined. The document also mentioned that only data for block groups and single blocks that
hadthcpmmalwbcdnwdympmwdbythsommBndgestpctmmmtedmme
table.

Ane;q:lammnshowldbepmvsdndmthedocmtha:cxplzmswhynismtnmssarym
also include block groups that may be indirectly impacted by this project. The NEPA document
should address direct, indirect and cuwmmlative impacts of the proposed project on environmental
justice communites.

Sastainable Development Issnes

A sustainable decision takes into account the entire region, for present needs as well as the
impact on future generations. The decision to build should begin within the region coming
together 1o develop a community vision for the area for current and future geperations, In this
instance, the two states have come together to decide where and how to grow. Broad public
participation sesms to have occurred in mumerous public meetings and listening sessions. The
process resulted in the Jefferson Counry Cornerstone 2020 report, the goal of which is to mamtain
the highest level of transportation systems and to establish connections berween land use and -
mobility.

Recommendasions, based on lessons learned in other communities: EPA- recognizes that
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its tole in land use decisions is one of providing information, and that local and state gdvermjmts
‘have jurisdiction over land use decisions. However, we can assist in the process of making sound -
infrastructure decisions. We therefore provide the following suggestions:

1. Create policies for potential developers that Suppor{ smart growth (e.g., better measures
of consumer demand, tools to increase the availability of financing for mixed use and
transit-oriented development).

2. Establish standards that will encourage smart growth (school siting, road design,
sewage capacity, and open space preservation); exammine ways to help the public minimize
reliance on personal motor velicles.

3. Consider impacts beyond the ixamediate fmpacts of construction. The cumulative
~ impacts on the enviromment, community, and historical values, as well as the fiscal impact
of new services and the comomumity’s ability to comply with air and water quality goals.

4. Tn addition to roadways, consider a variety of transportation alternatives, including _
biking, car pooling, walking and transit. - Create transportation options. - Investigate why so
few people use the tramsit system and provide, education and modifications to encomage
trapsportation options. Reduce automobile dependency.

5. Ensure all commumities affected by the proposed bridge(s) have inpur to shape the
region for a sustainable future, Sponsor community forurns to provide the public with
inpur on future development. Select what new development follows the construction of the
bridges, in a way that mrnimizes the environmental and social impacts. ‘

6. Population and growth statistics penerally cired are from 1990 Census data. With 2000
data easily available, this newer data source would provide the best foundation for

Smart growth can encourage planted development in a way that grows healthy, prosperous
communities, and finds a balance between economic growth and envirommental protection. We
st help commumities grow economically, without sacrificing quality of Iife. .

Sustainable development means shaping growth and development patterns that not only
serve the fmmediate and near furre needs of a commumiry, but do not foreclose opportunities for
the commumity in their long term fiture. &
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December 7, 2001

Mr. Alex Barber

Commissioner's Office

Department for Environmental Protection
14 Reilly Road

Frankfort, KY 40601

RE: Project No. SERO2001-100, Louisville-
Southern Indiana Qhio River Bridges Project
Draft EIS, Volumes I and [1, Jefferson County,
Kentucky.

Dear Mr. Barber:

Members of my staff have reviewed the above-refe d d Accordi gly, we offer the
fallows: and 1 it

Thc Kentucky Dcpmmem of Fish and Wildlife Resources (KDFWR) has no objections to any of
the prof . H . the d lacks sufficient detail to fully evaluate the various

alterative impacts since some aspeﬂs. Sllch as wﬂland ﬂnltsatlcm, W‘I" not be fully developed until more
detailed plans are available. T !he least d. 2 alternative to natural resources

and their habitats be selected as the pr d all

KDFWR has several concerns that we feel should be idemtified and corrected in the Final EIS.
Those are

1) In Section 5.7.3 Threatened and Endangered Species (page 5-115) the clearing dates to protect
Indiana bat are identified as "between October 15 and March 317, This date has been changed by
the resource agencies and is now between November 15 and March 31 each year. This should be

comrected

2) In Section 5.10.6 Mitigation (page 5-156) the document states that wetland mitigation will be
developed to “address the repl. of wetland functions and values”. KDFWR concurs with
that strategy and recommends that any wetland mitigation plan that is developed follow the format

that was published by the Lowsville District Corps of Engineers and is titled “Wetland
Compensatory Mitigation and Monitoring Plan Guidelines for Kentucky".

3 Table 4.7-2 State Th d and End d Species P ally O 1g in the Project Area
(page 4.74) lists the Peregrine Falcon as onl.y being observed ﬂylng over lhc Ohio River. This
species has been documented as nesting on the Kennedy Bridge (1-65) for the past several years
and may have nested on the Clark Memorial and Big 4 bridges in past years. The establishment of
a nesting \wimitory in the downtown area of Louisville should be noted

Arnold L. Mitchell Bldg.  #1 Game Farm Road  Frankfort, Ky 40601
An Equal Opportunity Employer M/F/D -
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4) Section 5.7.3 Threatened and Endangered Species (pageS-116) addresses Environmental
Conseguences of the alternatives on State listed species but fails to adequately address impacts to
the nesting pair of Peregrine falcons in the Kennedy Bridge vicinity. Construction of a new bridge
on either side of the Kennedy Bridge in addition to modification of the Kennedy Bridge irself
mld have significant impacts to this species. Extended disturbance could result in the

ds of this breeding territory. C y, the of the Kennedy Bridge has resuited
in the existing nesting pair not to breed in the aru during the past year KDFWR recommends the
Final EIS examine the impact of Aliernatives C1 and C3 on the nesting pair of Peregrine falcons

5) Section 5.8.5 Mitigation for Waterways and Riparian Vi ion (page 5.123) di: that the
size, shape and stability of natural stream channels will be used as a basis for designing
replacement channels. KDFWR concurs with the statement, although we would prefer to use the
word "streams” rather than channel. However, this section does not discuss the need for additional
mitigation to offset impacts 1o streams that are lost through time. Just as with wetlands,
repiacemem streams do not function at tlmr capacity lmmoduately Therefore, KDFWR feels that
it is prudent that additional stream mitig be developed, even for those streams that are only
being replaced where there is no permanent loss of stream length. KDFWR recommends that
stream mitigation is developed at a 2.1 ratio and if on-site streum mitigation cannot be

plished, then ofi-site mitigation should be devel

If your agency or the project sponsor have any questions or would like to discuss our comments,
please feel free to contact Mr. Wayne L. Davis, Environmental Section Chief, at 502/564-7109, ext. 365.

Sim:erd\ A
¢

‘We appreciate the opportunity to commeni,

C. Tom Bennen
Commissioner

CTB/WLD/kh

cc Edwin I Crowell, Asst Director. Division of Fisheries
Kerry W Prather, Central Fishery District Biologist
David E McChesney, Bluegrass Wildlife Regional Supervisor
Tim Slone, Wildlife Diversity Program Coordinator
Lee A Barclay, USFWS, Cookeville, TN
Environmental Section Files

K.7

L.6




PAUL E. PATTON - NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

JAMEs E. BICKFORD

SECRETARY CEVERRSR i CABINET
‘ ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project Draft EIS..Volumes I and I
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CABINET
DEPARTMENT FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
FRANKFORT OFFICE PARK -
14 Reity Rp RECE!VED ’
FRANKFORT KY 40601 FEB 13 2002 The following agencies were asked to review the above referenced project. Each agency that returned a
February 12, 2002 response will appear below with their comments and the date the project response was returned.
T0 1
HD! )
E&A\—-—“ C denotes Comments
FFA NC denotes No Comment
Jf)hn Balla.myne .. . HPD IR denotes Information Request
Federal Highway Adrmms}ra_non HHPE NR denotes No Response
John C. Watts Federal Building ' s Mot Senmr
330 West Broadway .
Frankfort KY 40601-1922 cc: John Carr —
Charles Raymer -~ CTS
Re: Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project Draft EIS, Volumes I and II (SERO REVIEWING AGENCIES:
2001-100)
Dear Mr. Ballantyne: . Division of Water comments ~
The Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet (NREPC) serves as the state Division of Waste Manag 1t comments
clearingtiouse for review of environmental documents generated pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Within the Cabinet, the Commissioner’s Office in the Department Division for Air Quality e

for Environmental Protection coordinates the review for Kentucky State Agencies.

Department of Health Services
The Kentucky agencies listed on the attached sheet have been provided an opportunity to review the

above referenced report. Responses were received from S (also marked on attached sheet) of the Economic Development Cabinet
agencies that were forwarded a copy of the document. Attached are comments from the Kentucky
Divisions of Water and Waste Management, the Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources Division of Forestry
and the Kentucky Nature Preserves Commission. If you have not, you may want to insure that the . ) -
Lousiville Jefferson County Air Pollution Control Board has had an opportunity to comment on this Department of Surface Mining Reclamation & Enforcement
document.
Department of Parks
If you shouid have any questions, please contact me at (502) 564-2150, ext. 112. .
Department of Agriculture
Sincerely, .
%A/ 5 Z Nature Preserves Commission comments
Alex Barber Kentucky Heritage Council
State Environmental Review officer L .
Division of Conservation
Enclosure ns
Department for Natural Resources
Department of Fish & Wildlife Resources _____ comments
Transportation Cabinet as

EDUCATION
PAYS

Department for Military Affairs
QCJ% Printed on Recycled Paper
An Equal Opportunity Employer M/F/D - -




PAuL E. PaTTON
GOVERNOR

JAMES E. BICKFORD
SECHETARY

© COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CABINET
DEPARTMENT FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
FRANKFORT OFFICE PARK
14 Reity Ro
FRANKFORT KY 40601

December 5, 2001
Division of Waste Management

Comments for Project #SER02001-100

The Division of Waste M.anagement would be concerned that all solid waste Q 24
generated by this project be disposed at a permitted facility. :

Another concern is that during this type of project, old regulated and non- N.18
regulated underground storage tanks may be encountered, as well as other .
contamination. Should tanks or contamination be encountered they must be

properly reported and remediated. .

sSpuUCaTIion
PAYS

@ Printed on Recycled Paper
An Equal Opportunity Employer M/F/D -
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JAMES E. BICKFORD el Ea PAuL E. PATTON
SEcArTaRY — GOVERNOR
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CABINET
DEPARTMENT FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
FRANKFORT OFFICE PARK
14 Reily Ro
FRANKFORT KY 40601
MEMORANDUM
TO: Alex Barber
State Environmental Review Officer
Department for Environmental Protection
FROM: Timothy Kuryla 7K
EIS Coordinator
Division of Water
DATE: February 12, 2002

SUBJECT:  DEIS, Possible Bridge Locations over the Ohio River (Jefferson County). SERO
011109-100

The Division of Water has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, prepared
by the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet and the Indiana Department of Transportation, regarding
the construction of an [-265 bridge and a downtown Louisville bridge over the Ohio River
(Jefferson County).

The Division of Water reviewed the Scoping Notice (SERO 990820-49) for the proposed
project. The Division’s September 30, 1999 response appears in DEIS Appendix C.7, Scoping
Document, and Purpose and Need Statement Coordination. The Division’s SN comments stated
the matters the Division desired discussed in the next document (presumed to be an
Environmental Assessment). These comments were addressed. For example, the Division
requested that Sections 212 and 213 of the Transportation Cabinet’s Standards and Specifications
for Road and Bridge Construction (SSRBC) be cited in lieu of outlining the proposed Best
Management Practices (BMPs). This was done in the DEIS (see 5.7.1 Mitigation on page 5-109).

The DEIS shows proposed alignments. The Division’s DEIS comments address matters
the Division desires raised in the Final EIS. The Division’s comments center on the proposed I-

265 bridge.
WATER QUALITY
5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
5.8 Water Resources
5.8.1 Surface Water Pages 5-117 & 5-118
582 Ground Water Pages 5-118 & 5-119
EDUGCATION
PAYS

Printed on Recycled Paper
An Equal Opportunity Employer M/F/D -

SERO 011109-100
Page 2

The Louisville Water Company (LWC) BEP water treatment plant is located on
Transylvania Avenue off River Road. The surface water intake is located at approximately Ohio
River, River Mile (RM) 386.7. Settling ponds are near the Ohio River from approximately RMs
386.15 to 387.0. The LWC has a radial collector well located adjacent 1o approximately RM
386.85. Two more radial collector wells are planned adjacent to approximately RMs 386.6 and
380.0. The wells and the water treatment plant are o be connected by a runnel. Eventually, the
BEP might switch from surface water to ground water for its raw water source.

Proposed 1-265 bridge alignments A2, A16, AlS, and Al3 (as pictured in Figure 5.2-1)
cut through the BEP property. AlS, Al6, and A2 directly affect the settling ponds. The
alignments would require at least reconfiguration of these ponds and at most would require their
relocation. Given the sites of these proposed alignments, settling pond relocation would prove
difficult. Even if the settling ponds locations were resolved, the Division of Water is concerned
about spills and ordinary storm drainage from these alignments reaching the BEP settling ponds
and water treatment plant.

The proposed 1-265 bridge alignments A2, Al6, AlS, and Al3 affect the wellhead
protection area of the existing and proposed radial collector wells. These wells are in an
unconfined alluvial aquifer. Road spill and ordinary drainage from these alignments will reach
the welthead protection area and can shut down the water supply for 800,000 people.

Consequently, the Division of Water finds alignments A2, Al6, AlS, and Al3
mappropriate. From a water quality perspective, the Division does not object to alignments A9 or
Bl

[ Bruce McKinney, Groundwater Branch
Tom Skaggs, Drinking Water Branch

—
[
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J.14
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DiwecTos 45 ne Gowvernoa
Page 2 - Draft EIS for the Ohio River Bridges Project (SER02001-100)
Commonweaurn OF Kentuey itself. If it is possible to design a bridge using the A-9 alignment that does not require support
Kentucky State Nature PrReserves CommissioN piers on the nature preserve, which includes the buffer area, a significant impediment can be
801 Scremsey Lane avoided.
Francront, KenTucky 406011403
(502) 573-2886 Voice . . . . . . . L
(502) 573-2355 Fax Should you need additional information regarding this matter I will be eager to provide it at my
earliest convenience.
December 7, 2001
Cordially,
Mr. Alex Barber W /
Department for Environmental Protection Donald S. Dott, Jr.
Commissioner's Office Executive Director
14 Reilly Road
Frankfort, KY 40601 DD/DLS
Enclosure
Dear Mr. Barber:

I am responding to the Draft EIS for the Ohio River Bridges Project (SERO2001-100).

In general, the greater the distance any bridge is from Six Mile Island State Nature Preserve the
less the preserve will be impacted and this, of course, is preferred by the Commission. Two rare K.8
species, the varicose rock snail and eel grass, (both are state special concern species) have been
known to occur within and/or near Six Mile Island State Nature Preserve. The placement of
bridge support piers and the possibility of water pollution resulting from a new bridge could
adversely affect these two organisms. Also, increased noise levels from a bridge placed near the K.42
nature preserve could negatively affect wildlife that might otherwise use the island for nesting,
feeding and roosting and thereby reduce its aesthetic and ecological value.

1 specifically want to respond to one of the recommended bridge alignments (A-9). On page 3-

38, the Draft EIS states that alignment A-9 was recommended for evaluation. On page 6-33, the K.37
Draft EIS states that the A-9 alignment crosses the buffer strip upstream of the island and that the
bridge support piers will likely be placed within the buffer area. This is a serious difficulty for
the Commission since the "buffer strip” is dedicated as part of Six Mile Island State Nature
Preserve and therefore is afforded the same status and protection as the island itself. KRS
146.475 slates, in part, that nature preserves "shall not be taken by another public body through
eminent domain or otherwise for any other use, except after a finding by the commission of *he
existence of an imperative and unavoidable public necessity for such other public use". As the
EIS process continues the buffer strip must be given the same consideration as Six Mile Island

EDUCATION
PAYS

An Ecual OrrorTuNTY EmpLover MIF/D



Mercury
K.42


FHWa KENTUCKY s
Southern Regional Olfice -

GCrisamore House

113 Waest Chesinut Streee
Jethersorvill, N 47150
B12 204 4534

Fae: B2 205 Y420

February 25, 2002

Mer. John Ballantyne

US. Department of Transportation
Federal Highuray Administration
330 West Broadway

Frankfort, KY 40601

Dear Mr. Ballartyne:

dation of Indi

Thanlk you for the opportunity for Historic Landmarks Fo (HLFT} toactasa
consultng party on the Louisville-Southermn Indiana Ohio River Bridgss Project. The below

reflect our of the Draf E | Impact S (DEIS) for the
project, as well as the consukation process itszlf:

Purpose and need

HLFI's project documentation response letter of August 20, 2001 included our assessavent
that the project’s Purpose and Need did not justify the construction of an eastern bridge. This
assessment was based upon the environmental contamination and lack of funds for cleanup at the
former Indi A ition Plant. As Jane Cassady noted in that letter, "This puct of 6,590
acres is viot tocally accessible for rdeveloprment for the ext 17 years andd the [Departmet of Defense] has identified an
area o snknown anearination and ordhance that e never be For this raason alore, the prerpase arxd
need of the eastem bridge is questionable. Cormerting a federal bighuny t this tract rwould be questionable use of
ferderal froncds rentil the ration issue is resohued * This office’s view of the subject remains unchanged
in light of the information presented in the DEIS and particularly in light of the Department of
Defense’s post-September 11 budget prionties.

Identification and assessment of historic resources

The idendification of historic resources in Indiana is stll incomplete, both within the basic
and the broad Area of Potential Effects. It is unf that the leing parties have not yet
received information on historic resources located within the expanded APE. Also unformunate is
the fact that the consulting parties have not yet met as a group to discuss disputed historic properties
and those identified in the expanded APE, as was done for Kenrucky resources at the January 23,
2002 meeting. The lack of information compramises the ability of HLF! and other Indiana
consulting parties to provide meaningful input into the Section 106 and NEPA processes.

The former Army Ammunition Plant is an area of particular concem in regard 1o the
expanded APE. The 1995 cultural resources management plan for the faciliy identified over a
thousand porentially National Regyster-cligible structures on the property. However, that inventory

p .

was by never d, nor was the impl lon for the plan ever executed;

A

F.5

F.34

PP E a- N ]
thus, it is critically important that the information on these resources is received from the

Mr. John Ballantyne
Page 2
February 25, 2002

consultancs, disseminated and discussed before these resources are lost. Issues such as the potential

National Register eligibility of a rural historic district in eastern Clark County rvust still be resclved. [F.35

The overall level of documencarion and discussion that has been afforded Kentucky historic
as compared to Indiana conn ta raise questions as to whether Kentucky and Indiana

resources have been assessed and treated equally. Similady, eastern and downtown resourees do not

alevays appear to have been evaluated equally, as in the DEIS where discussion of home values

included riverfront properties in Utica, but not in downtown JeHersonville (4-17).

Archaeological resources

The ability of HLF] and other consulting parties to provide ingful ec on

archaealogical resources has been compromised by the lack of information thar was provided inthe |F 36

DEIS. While it is appropriate and understandable to protect these resources by limiting information
on their locations, the paucity of other infarmation makes it near impossible 10 commeat. This is
particularly true in the case of the above-ground resources such as the lime kilns near Utica. The
reasans why these resources were treated as archaeclogical sites rather than historic were never
clarified. The discussion of the potential impacts to these sites was quite vague, making it very
difficult to understand 2nd assess these impacts. Downtown, although the DEIS stares that a ‘high
likelihood ins of ing intact archaeology below All materials’ (5-93), that potential does
not appear to have been adequately explored or addressed. Known resources such as Playsquare

Park cemetery were identified in sarlier reports but were not acknowledged or discussed in the
DEIS.

Im

pacts

The DEIS did not adequarely address the cumulative and secondary effects of construction,
including the impacts of vibration (during road construction and use), related road i np
(e. Highway 62 and Utica-Sellersburg Road), ramps and access roads, and highway-induced
development. These effects were not quantified or in some cases even addressed.

F.1

No baseline noise in d ille appear to have been made away
from the i diate vidnity of K dy Bridge. These measurements would have allowed 2 more

oo Jeff

accurate assessment of the noise impacts that would be created by alignments C-1 and €-3, which

H.1

will likely be more wide-spread than the DEIS suggests.

Consultation process

The consultation process is defined by 36 CFR 800 as ‘the process of seeking, discussing,
and considering the views of other participants and, where feasible, seeking ag with thern
regarding matters arising in the Section 106 process.” The lack of interaction and dialog berween
consulting parties did not make this possible to the extent necessary for a project of this magnitude.

HLFT also has a number of concemns about the DEIS’s treatment of several individual properties
and historic districts in Indiana.

ran e e -
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DOWNTOWN

* Old Jeffersonville Historic District (#1D-HC-5)- The DEIS does not consistently

zn{h:%c;wledge that the district was in fact Listed in the National Register in 1987 and is not merely
cligible,

The area of possible noise and visual impacts from alignments C-1 or C-3 seems to be sorely]
underestimated. No baseline noise appear to have been taken in the district away
from the immediare areas of the Kennedy Bridge, therefore making it impassible to determine the
extent of potential noise increases. Significant noise from the Kennedy extends at least as far east
into the district as Mulberry Street, and it seems reasonable to expec that the noise impacts of a new|
bridge located adjacent to the Kennedy would extend ar least that far, if not farther in the case of
alignment C-1. Also, alignment C-3 is estimated to cause an 11 dBA increase in noise levels, which
is deseribed as a substantial exceedence for residential land use’ (5-75). However, C-3 is deemed to
have no adverse effect despite the residential usage of much of Riverside Drive.

The potential visual impacts of alignment C-1 on the district were difficult to assess. The
bridge design used in the graphic illustrating visual impacts did not indlude a substantial
superstructure; however, the ultimare design for that bridge could be much different, leading to a
much greater visual impact on the district.

The ! of five contributing structures thar would be required by alignment C-1 would
have a severe impact on the Old Jeffersonville Historic District. The further intrusion into the
district by the interstate and its related noise, pollution (both light and air) and vibration would
greacly lessen the integrity of the district and the quality of life of its residents. When 1-65 was
constructed, Jeffersonville lost the entire Irish Hill neighborhood, which was adjacent to what is
now the Old Jeffersonville Histaric District and would likely have been incorporated into it. The

F.21

loss of Irish Hill is still keenly fek today and it would be a shame 1o compound that loss with further

demolition of the historic downtowa district.

*+ City School (ID-HC-61048) - We agree with the DEIS assessment that aligament C-2 would
have no effect; however we disagree that C-1 and C-3 would have no adverse effect. Although the

H.34

school building is currently vacant, the projected noise increase of 13 dBA for either of the lanter
two alignments would seriously Jimit the p ial reuse options for this building

* Train Depot (ID-HC-61007) - Although the naise and visual impacts of any of the bridge
aligaments do not appear to be adverse, the noise, visual and vibration impacts caused by the related
improvements to the access road located immediately adjacent to the depot are of some concern.
These effects should be clarified and quantified rather than dismissed with a vague sratement that
the ‘construction of the nearby access road will not change the character of the propergy’s use or

F.37

features’ (5-80).

* Colgate-Palmolive Historic District (TD-HC-63001-005) - Given the proximity of the C-2
1 ; ]

o the Admuns: Building, we are concerned about vibration impacts to this resource
during construction and use. This does not appear to be addressed within the DEIS although it was
also identified a5 a concern by the Westerly Group in their Phase 11 report. More information an

F.38

the proposed locations of ramps and access roads and their impacts on the buildings would have

Mr. John Ballantyne
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been helpful, as would have been more inf on the building thar would be remaved by C-2.
We agree that alignment C.2 would have a significant adverse effect on this resource.

io Falls Car and otive istoric District (TD-HC44001-024) — As with
the Colgate Historic Discricr, the proximity of alignment C-2 to historic structures raises concerns
about vibration impacts of construction and use. itianal infarmation abour ramps and access
roads and the five buildings that would be removed would help with assessment of impacts, as

F.39

would a graphic representation of the visual impact of C-2 on the district.

. r er. rial Bridge (KD-HC55023) - The DEIS does not consistently
identify that the bridge was listed in the Narional Register (in 1984), rather than being eligible. This
resource, particularly the pylons, would be severely compromised by any of the downtown
alignments. However, those impacts and potential solutions are never fully darified or graphically

F.40

represented. Vibration impacts are also an unaddressed concern for the bridge, pylons, and
2d§ni.uisu-:tion building, given their proximity to any of the downtowm alignments and related

improvements to US Highway 31.

EASTERN CLARK COUNTY

+ Swartz Farm (TE-HC45026) - We agree thar any of the p d A and B alig would
have a devastating adverse effect on the grmperrv The naise and visual intrusion, division of the
farm property and the induced development from any of these alignments would irrevocably alter
the farm’s character. The issue of the National Register eligibility of a potential historic districe
including the Swarz-Voight-Marble farm {#45027) and 2 c.1860 central-passage house (#450264)
also remains to be determined. We disagree with the finding in the Westerly Group’s Phase I1
report that such a district should not be considered eligible: the size of the district and significance
and inteprity of its resources all appear to be adequate for eligibility.

* Fry House (IE-HC-45030) - We concur with the conclusion that the 8 dBA noise increase with
alignment A-9 would be an adverse effect. However, the possible visual impact of that alignment
was impossible to evaluate given the information provided. The overall lack of graphic
representation of visual impacts to Indiana resources was a continuing problem - of the 18 eastern
representations in Section 5.11, only one was of Indiana.

* James A, Smith Farm (TE-HC45024) - We disagree with the that only the area
immediately surrounding the house and cemetery would be National Register-eligible, and urge that
the boundary issue be referred 1o the Keeper. The effects (especially noise and visual) of alignments
other than A-9 need 2o be quantified, particulariy if the boundaries were expanded to include more
of the farmland. We concur that A-3 would have an adverse impact on this resource. The 19 dBA
noise increase from that alignment would seriously limit future options for rehabiliation and reuse.
Indirect impacts from A-9 such as vibration and induced growth could also negatively effect the

F.20,
F.41

F.42

F.43

character of the farm, especially given its crrent fragile state.
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*+ Federal-style house (IE-HC-45031) - The noise and visual effects to this resource should be F.44

quantified, particulardy for alignment A.9.

* Prather Farm (IE-HC45029) - The visual impacts of B-1 are deserihed as ‘minor,’ hawever no F.45

graphic is included to show these effects, particularly during the six manths of the year when it will

not be blocked by foliage.

* Woods House (IE-HC45035) - We concur that a 10 dBA noise increase for this residential

property from alignment B.1 is an adverse effect. However, we disagree that there would be n F.46

adverse visual impact from that alignment. Tf the house is indeed relared to the Underground
Railroad, as is believed, then its relationship to the river is a eritical element of its character. A
bridge with its cenerline 540 feer from the property, as would be the case with B-1, would radically

aleer thar relationship.

At this ume we would also like to request that the National Register eligibility of site #55005C be
reconsidered. The site includes a ¢.1915 Craftsman-style house and several outhuildings including a
notable dairy barn. The Westerly Group’s Phase II report stated that: “several of the buildings
demonstrate early 20 century agriculture, especially dairy farming” which was once a significant
industry in che area but few other examples remain in Clark County. Given the potential &w_a.d\::rse

- g oo

F.47

effects from alignment B-1, we would request that its National Register elig '

We would also reiterate the impartance of reaching a conclusion on the Narional Register eligibiliry
of a rural historic district including the Swartz (#45026) and Swarrz-Voight-Marble (#45027) farms
and the ¢.1860 central-passage house (#45026A). The Swanz-Voight-Marble farm would be

F.20

severely impacted by alignment B-1, while the central-passage house would be taken by any of the A
alignments. Since the larer two resources are not considered individually eligible for hsting and thus

F.41

Kentucky and Indiana properties, the issue should be referred to the Keeper for resolution.

Please do not hesitate to conract this office should you have any questions or need any addirianal
information. We look forward to continuing to work with the Federal Highway Administration,
Community Transportation Solutions and all other parties, to ensure that the transportation

of this area are addressed in an appropriate manner.

Sinc

b,
' 'Wl)a/@?f'

(If.‘m Dreistadt, Interim Director
Southern Regional Office
Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indiana

Mr. John Ballantyne
Page 6
February 25, 2002

Ce  ].Reid Williamson, Jr., HLFI
Charles Raymer, CTS
John Goss, IDNR - DHPA
John Carr, IDNR - DHPA
John Baxter, FHWA
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John Goss, Director
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PR 317/232-1646
FAX 317/232-0693
dnpa@any state 1n.us

February 25, 2002

Jose Sepulveda

Division Administrator, Kentucky Division
Federal Highway Administration

330 West Broadway

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administration

Re: “Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project: Draft Environmental
Impact Statement” (November 2001)

Dear Mr. Sepulveda:

The following are our comments, offered pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(“NEPA”), on the aforementioned Draft Envirc { Impact St (“DEIS”). Because we are
most accustomed to commenting on Federal undertakings under the authority of Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, our terminology may at times be borrowed from
the Section 106 process. Also, all comments that we offer here regarding the DEIS’s discussion of
impacts on historic properties under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act should be
considered to be applicable to the NEPA and Section 106 reviews, as well. Furthermore, we wish to
have all of our previous comments on this project that we have provided to your office or to your funding
applicants or their consultants to be considered for NEPA purposes, unless those prior comments have
been superseded or are contradicted by comments in this letter.

Regarding the historic Swartz Farm (IE-HC-45026), we were advised by letter of January 17, 2002, from
John Ballantyne of your office, that FHWA now is treating this property part of a Schwartz Farm Historic
District (along with the Central Passage House (IE-HC-45026A) and the Schwartz-Voight Marble
House/Farm (IE-HC-45027), which district your office further is treating as eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places. Treated either as a part of a district or as an individual farm, part of this farm
would be taken by any of the eastern alignments still under consideration. The DEIS says, on page 6-7,
regarding Alignments A-2, A-13, A-15, A-16, and A-9: “The farmhouse and outbuildings will not be
directly affected, but will be separated from a portion of the farm property.” If the implication is that the
historic property will not be directly and adversely affected, then we vigorously disagree. Since the
whole of the Swartz Farm is historic, then the taking of a substantial amount of cropland or pasture from
it constitutes an adverse effect or impact in a physical sense. Even if that were not the case, installing a
multi-lane superhighway within one-quarter mile of the buildings very likely would have an adverse
visual effect, and possibly noise effect, on the farm’s setting, at least from a Section 106 standpoint.
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Jose Sepulveda
February 25, 2002
Page 2

It is not entirely clear from Figure 6.2-1 on page 6-6 (unnumbered) where right-of-way will be taken from
the west side of the Swartz Farm by Alignment B-1. The dark green, cross-hatched right-of-way indicator
seems to stop at the south edge of the farm, although lines apparently marking the approximate alignment
of B-1 pass immediately to the west of a large outbuilding on the Swartz Farm. 1t appears that B-1 would
have an adverse effect because of the taking of farm land, but it is unclear not obvious from the map
whether or not the outbuilding will be taken. Further, we cannot agrec that the “[v]isual impacts 1o the
remaining property will be minor. . _.." Coming that close to the buildings on the farm almost certainly
would have at least adverse visual effects.

The possible existence of a couple of archaeological sites has come to our attention recently. Jane Sarles
of the Clarksville Historical Society advised my staff that the ruins of an 1853 mill are visible on the
riverfront in Ashland Park at Clarksville. We believe that merits further investigation.

Furthermore, my staff recently noticed that the statement of significance in the National Register
nomination for the Old Jeffersonville Historic District, drafied in 1984 by Marty Hedgepeth and
Kentuckiana Historical Services, refers to the establishment of Fort Finney at what is now Jeffersonville,
ca. 1786. About a year later the fort was renamed Fort Steuben. Dr. Carl Kramer’s book Visionaries,
Adventurers, and Builders: Historical Highlights of the Falls of the Ohio (Jeffersonville, Ind.: Sunnyside
Press, 2000) also mentions the fort at pages 45-46. This fort, which was in use until ca. 1800, is said 10
have stood on the riverfront, at the foot of Fort Street and below Riverside Drive. We do not know
whether it stood on what today is dry land on the lower bank or whether it might today be submerged
beneath the Ohio River, because we have the impression that the river level is higher today than it was
before the dams were built. We also are not certain whether the site of this fort has been investigated
archaeologically. B the location given above would be almost directly under the C-1 alignment as
it crosses the Indiana shoreline, we believe that further research, and, if warranted, on site investigation of
the location of the fort should be conducted.

Because efforts to identify and evaluate historic properties are still underway in the Section 106 process,
due in large part to FHWA's necessary and appropriate expansion of the area of potential effects, it is
difficult at this juncture to comment on whether one alignment for the eastern bridge would be
significantly more damaging or or less d than the others in regard to historic properties. We
would ask FHWA to keep an open mind in regard to selecting 2 preferred alignment in the east end fora
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reasonable period of time, so that historic properties on the Indiana side of the east end could be eval
and the likely adverse effects on them assessed.

Regarding the downtown alignments, it is clear that C-1 would have obvious and major adverse physical
effects on the Old Jeffersonville Historic District (ID-HC-5), through the removal of multiple contributing
houses. It also would extend adverse visual--and probably noise—-cffects even farther into the residential
west end of the district than the effects of the existing, elevated 1-65 and Kennedy Bridge extend today.
Alignment C-2 would have direct physical and at least visual indirect adverse impacts on two historic
industrial complexes (ID-HC-63001-63009 and 1D-HC-64001-64024). 1t appears to us, solely from the
standpoint of Indiana’s historic properties, that Alignment C-3 clearly would have fewer adverse impacts.
We realize, of course, that there are numerous factors other than impacts on historic properties that must
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be considered in selecting an alignment.
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Questions about our comments on above-ground historic properties may be directed to John Carr at (317)

232-1646. Questions about archaeological matters may be directed to Dr. Rick Jones at the same number.

Thank you for your attention.

Very truly yours,

-7

R4

John R. Goss
Stdte Historic Preservation Officer

JRG:JLC:jle

xc: John R. Baxter, P.E., Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division
Laura Henley Dean, Ph.D., Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
David L. Morgan, Kentucky State Historic Preservation Officer
Janice Osadczuk, Indiana Department of Transportation
John L. Mettile, Jr., Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Charles Raymer, Community Transportation Solutions, Inc.
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LS. T.A. Center » 150 Wesl Market Street » Ste 100
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 « USA

(317) 232-9200 » Fax (317) 232-0137

Mr. J. Bryan Nicol, Commissioner
Indiana Department of Transportation
100 N. Senate Ave., Room N755
Indianapolis, IN 46204
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Dear Mr. Nicol,

Feb. 6, 2001 % <

| ngw

Here is a position letter about the Ohio River Bridges Project in Jeffersonville. This
obviously is a very important issue for the Indiana Port Commission, but we certainly
want our position to be consistent with INDOT and the Governor’s office. We would be
glad 10 sit down and discuss this project with you at your convenience. Please let us know
if there are any problems with this letter. We will wait to submit this letter until hearing

your response. Thank you.

Sincerely,

il O A _

William D. Friedman, Executive Dircctor
Indiana Port Commission

CC: Timothy Joyce, Chief of Staff

Clark Martime Centre

Indiana’s International Part

5100 Port Road /Burns Harbor at Portage
Jettersonville. Indana 47130 6625 8 Boundary Drive
FTZ #170 Portage, Indiana 46368
(812) 283-9662 FTZ #152

(219) 787-8636

Southwind Maritime Cantre
1700 Biuff Road

Mount Vernon, Indiana 47620
FTZ #177

(B12) 838-4382




INDIANA PORT COMMISSION

1.5.T.A. Center » 150 West Market Street » Ste 100

tndianapolis, Indiana 46204 « USA "
(317) 232-9200 « Fax (317) 232-0137 —

Feb. 6, 2001
Mr. John Ballantyne
Federal Highway Administration
John C. Watts Federal Building
330 W. Broadway
Frankfort, KY 40601-1922

Dear Mr. Ballantyne,

The Indiana Port Commission has a very clear position on bridge development over the
Ohio River in the Louisville-Jeffersonville area. The Port Commission strongly supports
an east-end bridge that would complete the I1-265-loop around the Louisville
Metropolitan Area. This bridge would be extremely beneficial because of its proximity to
the state of Indiana’s public port in Jeffersonville — Clark Maritime Centre.

The port offers a connection for businesses to link the use of truck, rail and water-born
transportation in the movement of cargo. The port emphasizes water transportation,
which can reduce traffic on U.S. roadways and is more environmentally friendly:

s A 15-barge tow can haul the same amount of cargo as 900 large semis.

« Barge-tows travel 514 miles on one gallon of fuel (semis travel 60 miles).

The key to a port’s success lies in its transportation costs. Clark Maritime Centre has
excellent access to the Inland Waterway System, which links imports and exports through
New Orleans and the Guif of Mexico. It also has outstanding rail connections with C8X
and Louisville & Indiana Railroad, but the truck connections are somewhat marginal
since east-bound and south-bound traffic must either navigate through downtown
Louisville or travel at least three-quarters of the way around the city’s bypass before
setting off in their intended direction. This adds 10 to 20 miles to truck routes in and out
of the port, thereby increasing fuel costs, traffic congestion, pollution and commute time.

Currently, about 80,000 trucks go through Clark’s facilities each year. The port moves
about 2 miliion tons of cargo annually over its docks.

The Indiana Port Commission operates three ports: Burns Harbor, Southwind Maritime
Centre and Clark Maritime Centre - the youngest of three ports. Road access is vital to
the development of an intermodal port. Improving the road access with an east-end bridge
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will be extremely beneficial to current businesses and a major attraction to future
business. In the past, some companies have told Clark officials they chose not to locate at
Clark because there is no direct intersiate access to the southeastern markets.

D.86

Clark Muritime Cennie Indiana’s International Port Southwind Maritime Centre

5100 Port Road /Burns Harbor al Portage 1700 Blutt Road
Jeftersonville, Inciana 47130 6625 S Boundary Drive Mount Vernen, Indiana 47620
FTZ #170 Portage, Inchana 46368 FTZ #177

(812) 283-9662 FTZ #152 {812) 8384382

(219) 787-8636

Clark did experience significant growth after in was directly connected to 1-265 in 1994,
A similar connection via an east-end bridge would produce similar growth for the region:
® Clark Maritime Centre at Jeffersonville opened in 1985.
¢ In 1993, the port had six tenants.
e In 1994, 1-265 opened directly connecting Clark to 1-65.
¢ In 2001, the port welcomed its 22nd commercial tenant.

Much of Clark’s business involves the steel industry because of its location in the center
of our nation’s automotive and appliance manufacturers. These industries are very
dependant on efficient transportation routes, especially in light of the recent economic
situation. An east-end bridge will greatly enhance the local connection to those markets.

Additional affects of interstate access on Clark are evident in an economic impact study
recently performed by Indiana University:
Economic Impact:
* In 1993, (before 1-265) Clark supplied 420 direct jobs
+ In 1999, (after 1-265) that number more than tripled to 1,344 jobs.
* Now Clark hosts 22 tenant companies and impacts over 3,000 jobs.
Property tax contributions to the local community:
*  $478,000 per year
Return on investment growth:
* By 1995, Clark had $84 million in private investment, $24 million in state
funds.
e By 1999, private investment was $255 million vs. the state’s $30 million.
¢ That’s $8.50 in private investment for every state dollar invested in Clark.
Overall impact:
s Clark’s economic impact is $354 million per year.

It is important to note that while the port has seen considerable growth over the last 15
years, it has also spurred the development of three new industrial parks (1996, 1998,
1999) constructed adjacent to the port. All three of the parks have experienced success as
well, with seven new fimms locating there since their inception.

Another factor of importance to keep in mind that will affect barge, rail and truck volume
at the port is the recently completed $2 million dock facility. This new dock will allow
the port to annually handle an anticipated 1.2 million tons (800 barges, 12,000 rail cars
and 48,000 trucks) of cargos not currently accommodated at the port. These numbers
obviously do not include the truck and rail volumes currently produced by the 80-plus
companies located at the old Indiana Army Ammunition Plant in Charlestown, Ind.

INDIANA PORT COMMISSION
INDIANAS T ERNATIONAL PORT AT BURNS HARBOR / CLAKK MARITIME CENTRE / SOUTHWIND MARITIME CENTRE

D.86




We hope these numbers show how important an Ohio River bridge connecting the 1-265
loop would be to the local community and the State of Indiana, Thank your for your time,
Please contact us if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

William D. Friedman, Executive Director
Indiana Port Commission

INDIANA PORT COMMISSION
INDIANA'S INTERNATIONAL POR] AT BURNS HARBOR 7 CTLARK MARITIME CENTRE / SOUTHWIND MARITIME CEN TR}




INDIANA PORT COMMISSION ‘Ji)
Clark Maritime Cantre

5100 Port Road

Jettersonvilie, Indlana 47130

FTZ #170

(812) 283-9682 » Fax (812) 282-7505

August 30,2001

Federal Highway Administration

C/0 Community Transportation Solutions
10000 Shelbyville Road, Suite 110
Louisville, Kentucky 40223

Teo Whom It May Concern:

as Port Director of Clark Maritime Centre, I would like to
emphatically express support for the two-bridge alternative with |[D.86
an I-265 crossing., This is the most effective means of solving
the community’s transportation needs with the greatest benefit
to commercial traffic,

Clark Maritime Centre has grown consistently over the last
decade and with the two-bridge alternative specifically
connecting I-265 Gene Snyder Freeway in Kentucky with I-265 in
Indiana, we will undoubtedly continue to grow and prosper which
can only contribute to the areas economic success.

Numerous studies, polls and community groups endorae this plan;
it is the greatest overall transportation and economic benefit
for the entire region.

Your consideration will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

VT T WAL
patrick J. Mulligan
port Director

Clark Maritime Centre

Indlana’s International Por/Burns havbor at Porage 1.8.T.A. Center Southwind Marttima Centre

8828 §. Boundary Orive 150 Wast Markat Strewt 2751 Bt Road

Ponage, Indiana 48388 Sulte 100 Mount Vernon, indiana 47620

FTZ #1352 \ndianapotiz, Indiana 45204 FTZm77

(219) 787-8838 (317) 232-9200 (Flu) l.g-;m r /
Fax (219) 787-8842 Fax {317} 232-0137 "ay (B12) B38-43
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Mr. John Ballantyne

Federal Highway Administration

John C. Watts Federal Building

330 West Broadway

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601-1922

Re:  Comments on the DEIS for the Louisville Bridges Project
Dear Mr. Ballantyne:
1 am writing to express my concerns with two aspects of the Ohio River Bridges Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). My concems are that construction of an eastern bridge

will result in adverse impacts from sprawl on small businesses in my District and that there has
been inadequate consideration of non-auto alternatives in the DEIS.

COoMMITTEES:

OR AND INDUSTAY
TE GOVERNMENT

Small businesses rely on a certain concentration of population in order to remain viable as
businesses. A beltway study completed in 2000' demonstrates that the regional loss in retail and
service sales per capita from building beltway highways is significant, especially for a second
circumferential beltway. This is as a result of decentralization of households and jobs. As
households and jobs move farther out from the urban core, densities required for small

busi to thrive d . Investments that these businesses have made in their buildings and
employees are jeopardized, as they do not have the resources that larger businesses do to pack up
and follow the decentralizing population. Completion of the outer beltway by building an
eastern bridge would be expected to have these types of adverse impacts.

Another of my concemns is the lack of adequate consideration of non-auto alternatives and the
potential impact of an eastern bridge on the regional public transit system. A 1997
Transportation Research Board study” concluded that suburban highway construction facilitates
suburbanization of households and businesses, resulting in a pattern of development that is

E.1
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difficult to serve by mass transit. This phenomenon leads to declines in transit ridership and in

' A.C. Nelson and Mitchell Moody, Effect of Beltways on Metropolitan Economic Activity, Journal of
Rban Planning and Develof D ber 2000.
* Transit Cooperative Research Program Project H-13A, ¢ g of the I Highway System
B for Transit, Parsons Brindkeroff Quade & Douglas, 1997.
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FAX 502-456-6968

-

difficulty in maintaining public transit service and funding, resulting in a cycle for public transit B 4
which disproportionately and adversely affects people without vehicles or who cannot afford to .
make long trips. B.6

The DEIS indicates that an eastern bridge would decrease the number of trips under 10 minutes
in length, and would increase the number of trips over 30 minutes in length. This is what one
would expect from building a suburban bridge and completing a second-tier beltway.

I feel that the DEIS did not adequately consider providing transit alternatives. They should have

looked at the impact that a fully configured public transit system would have on 2025 vehicle B 6
travel demand. An alternative that included public transit lanes across the Ohio River should .

have been included.

Based on analysis of the data from the KIPDA model used in the DEIS?, light rail transit or less
expensive bus rapid transit could be included on the downtown bridge configuration. In the year A4
2025, by fixing Spaghetti Junction and building a downtown but not eastern bridge, peak period B.6
commuter traffic could be accommodated with only four lanes. The other two lanes proposed in .
the DEIS could be dedicated for transit usage without adversely impacting vehicle travel across

the bridge.

I respectfully request that my letter, along with the enclosed letter to Secretary Minetta of the
U.S. Department of Transportation, be included in the administrative record.

Please do not hestitate to contact me if I can be of assistance in this important matter.

Very truly yours,

o Sy d
s ki
m Wayne
State Representative

* Norman Marshall, Smart Mobility Transportation Engineering Consultants, White River Junction,
Vermont, in a study prepared for River Fields, January 2002.



KENTUCKY GENERAL ASSEMBLY

State Capitol Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 502-564-8100
February 25, 2002
The Honorable the Secretary of Transportation Norman Mineta
Nassif Building
400 7" Street SW

Washington, D.C. 20590
Re: Failure to Comply with Title VI in EIS for the Louisville Bridges Project
My Dear Mr. Secretary:

We are members of the House of Representatives of the General Assembly of the
Commonwealth of Kentucky. In September 1998, the Indiana Department of Transportation
(“INDOT”’) entered into a contract with Community Transportation Solutions, Inc. (“CTS™)
for the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement for a proposed Ohio River Bridges
project between Louisville, Kentucky, and neighboring counties in souther Indiana (the
“Project”). CTS’s work on the project has been supervised by a Bi-state Management Team
consisting of representatives of INDOT, the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (“KYTC”), and
the Indiana and Kentucky Divisions of the Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”).

On November 9, 2002, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Project was
published. Our review of this document has convinced us that the Project has failed to E.18
comply with the environmental justice requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, 42 U.S.C. § 20008-1, its related regulations, The President’s Executive Order on
Environmental Justice signed February 11, 1994, EO 12899, (“Executive Order™), the U.S.
Department of Transportation Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations, DOT Order 5610.2, dated April 15, 1997 (“DOT
Order”), FHWA Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-]
Income Populations, FHWA Order 6640.23, dated December 2, 1998 (“FHWA Order”), and
the FHWA’s own guidance regarding compliance with Title VI, Memorandum from Kenneth
R. Wykle and Gordon J. Linton dated October 7, 1999 regarding Implementing Title VI
Requirements in Metronolitan and Statewide Planning (“FHWA Memorandum™). By this
letter we are asking that you investigate this project and the facts we are raising in this
complaint and that you take all appropriate actions to bring this project into compliance with
our nation’s Civil Rights Laws.

The Purpose of Title VI

Title VI states that “No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or
national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to
discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.” Title VI
bars intentional discrimination as well as disparate impact discrimination (i.e., a neutral policy
or practice that has a disparate impact on protected groups).

The Environmental Justice Orders further amplify Title VI by providing that “cach Federal
agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and
addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and
low-income populations.” FHWA Memorandum.

FHWA'’s Direction Concerning Title VI

In the FHWA Memorandum addressed to FHWA Division Administrators on October 7,
1999—a date which is obviously during the pendency of the Project—the FHWA directed
that its Division Administrators pose a series of questions to help insure Title VI compliance
in the FHWA’s planning processes. Among those questions are the following:

What strategies and efforts has the planning process developed
for ensuring, demonstrating, and substantiating compliance with
Title VI? What measures have been used to verify that the
multi-modal system access and mobility performance
improvements included in the plan and Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) or STIP, and the underlying
planning process, comply with Title VI?

Has the planning process developed a demographic profile of
the metropolitan planning area or State that includes
identification of the locations of socio-economic groups,
including low-income and minority populations as covered by
the Executive Order on Environmental Justice and Title VI
provisions?

Does the planning process seek to identify the needs of low-
income and minority populations? Does the planning process
seek to utilize demographic information to examine the
distributions across these groups of the benefits and burdens of
the transpc. aation investments included in the plan and TIP (or
STIP)? What methods are used to identify imbalances?



Does the planning process have an analytical process in place

 for assessing the regional benefits and burdens of transportation
system investments for different socio-economic groups? Does
it have a data collection process to support the analysis effort?
Does this analytical process seek to assess the benefit and
impact distributions of the investments included in the plan and
TIP (or STIP)?

At a minimum, your review should require the Kentucky and Indiana Divisions to answer
these questions. We are confident that honest, responsive answers will demonstrate
conclusively that this Project has ignored the needs of this region’s low income and minority
populations.

How the Project has Violated Title VI
A. Refusal to Communicate

Although this project has been going on since September 1998, the data developed to support
the DEIS was not shared with the public until November 2001 when the DEIS was published.
Low income and minority populations, along with the rest of the public, were given until
February 25, 2002 to comment on file drawers full of documents. It goes without saying that
low income populations are the least equipped segment of the community to comment on this
much data or to understand the implications of such a large project to their interests. Project
leaders, however, have done nothing to redress this obvious problem. Although they have
been active in communicating with the public through press releases, CTS, INDOT, KYTC
and the Kentucky and Indiana Divisions of the FHWA have refused to answer questions about
the DEIS or its conclusions on the record in any public forum. One of the ground rules of two
public meetings held on February 6 and 7, 2002, in fact, was that representatives of these
organizations would not answer questions.

Troubled by this silence, Representative Paul Bather, one of the signatories of this letter,
suggested a public meeting in a minority area in West Louisville to discuss the implications of
the study on minorities. In the entire course of the project, no such meeting had taken place.
After first agreeing to attend the meeting, CTS and the Kentucky Division Director later
refused.

B. Systemic Bias in Communicating

The DOT Order requires that the Department solicit input from affected minority and low-
income populations, and consider the results of that input in planning and developing projects.
There was no such soliciation, or considerati~a of the non-existent results from the non-
existent soliciation, in this project. Although Section 7.1.6 of the DEIS, concerning alleged
“Environmental Injustice Initiatives,” claims that “throughout the process, efforts were made
to include traditionally underrepresented populations, we failed to see any such active
solicitation of the views of minorities, or of low income populations. For example, Arnita
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Gadson, Executive Director of the West Jefferson County Community Task Force, was never
interviewed regarding the proposed project despite the fact that she is one of the two most
prominent environmental leaders in Louisville’s West End, a portion of the community with a
high percentage of Louisville’s minority and low-income populations. Section 7.1.6 of the
DEIS itself reveals that the only substantive area regarding which the project staff made
particular effort to seek input from African Americans was regarding direct impacts from one
of the possible downtown alignments. In fact, a significant West End leader reported that the
only meeting that leader was invited to attend regarding the project and its potential impact on
the West End was a meeting promoting the possibility of construction jobs. The major
impacts, however, to the region’s minority and low impact populations from this project
would be from urban disinvestment due to the effects of the eastern bridge. Because it is
obvious that no such attempts were made, Section 7.1.6 of the DEIS does not detail any
solicitation of input from, or any communications to, minority or low income populations
regarding the potential major effects of completion of an eastern beltway on minority or low
income populations.

The FHWA’s Memorandum of October 7, 1998, directs Division Administrators to ask the
following questions about the public involvement process for transportation planning:

Does the public involvement process have an identified strategy
for engaging minority and low-income populations in
transportation decision making? What strategies, if any, have
been implemented to reduce participation barriers for such
populations? Has their effectiveness been evaluated? Has
public involvement in the planning process been routinely .
evaluated as required by regulation? Have efforts been
undertaken to improve performance, especially with regard to
low-income and minority populations? Have organizations
representing low-income and minority populations been
consulted as part of this evaluation? Have their concerns been
considered?

What efforts have been made to engage low-income and
minority populations in the certification review public outreach
effort? Does the public outreach effort utilize media (such as
print, television, radio, etc.) targeted to low-income or minority
populations? What issues were raised, how are their concerns
documented, and how do they reflect on the performance of the
planning process in relation to Title VI requirements?

What mechanisms are in place to ensure that issues and
concerns raised by low-income and minority populations are
appropriately considered in the decision making process? Is
there evidence that these concerns have been appropriately
considered? Has the metropolitan planning organization (MPO)
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or State DOT made funds available to local organizations that
represent low-income and minority populations to enable their
participation in planning processes?

A simple review of CTS’s scope of work answers these questions. Task 3, the Public
Involvement Program, which lays out Public Involvement tasks in over 7 pages of single-
spaced type, does not contain any strategy whatsoever for involving low income and minority
populations in the Project’s decision making. In fact, in the words “low income” and
“minority” do not appear in the section at all. With no requirement to seek minority and low
income input, CTS obviously has felt free to virtually ignore those segments of the
population.

That decision has not gone unnoticed. At the public meeting held on February 7, 2002, two
African Americans citizens, one from Louisville’s west end, one from a historic black
neighborhood in Louisville’s eastern suburbs, complained that the interests of their
communities had been ignored. Three black elected officials echoed their concerns. While the
October 7, 1999 FHWA Memorandum came after the project began, the Executive and DOT
Orders regarding environmental justice, as while as Title VI itself, all predated this project. In
addition, there was no reason whatsoever that the division administrators could not have
implemented the terms of the FHWA Order and Memorandum on this project. To our
knowledge, there has been no evaluation of this deficiency as required, and low-income and
minority populations have not been consulted about this problem. Nor was it merely a
question of an available budget. Project budget documents show that over $2 million was
spent on public relations.

C. Bias against the Urban Core

Simply put, this is a project in which the FHWA is being asked whether to build a downtown
bridge, which demonstrably solves a current traffic problem; an eastern bridge, which is
primarily justified as a land development tool; or both. The eastern project is essentially the
completion of a circumferential interstate beltway in the northeastern Louisville metropolitan
area. When an eastern bridge was first proposed decades ago, it was justified as a solution to
downtown traffic. Studies beginning in the 1990’s, however, showed that the only solution to
the region’s traffic problems was a new downtown bridge. The Louisville MPO, known as
KIPDA, however, is dominated by suburban interests. The political solution that solved its
dilemma was a proposal to build two bridges, one downtown and one in the eastern suburbs.
Since the need for a downtown bridge was easily demonstrated, the entire DEIS process has
been an attempt to justify an eastern bridge that is unnecessary and which has serious
consequences for Louisville’s urban core, the home of the highest concentration of its
minority and low income populations.

The struggle to justify the eastern project has been intense because more than politics is
involved. First, the consultant, CTS, is hoping to become the construction contractor for what
it estimates will be a $1.6 billion project. The states have been willing participants in
encouraging this dream. In a budget of over $22 million, more than $9 million (over 40% of
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the budget) was spent on preliminary engineering. This insures that CTS has a significant
head start in the effort to secure the construction contract. It also has an economic interest in
recommending the largest possible project.
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Second, the bias in justifying an eastern bridge has affected choices about the way money has
been spent. The flawed and biased al Chalabi socioeconomic report, upon much of the DEIS
is based, assumes without basis that Louisville’s urban core has no potential for growth
(simply ignoring the City’s pleas that the assumption was false), and was used as the basis of
the traffic justification for the project. This work included modifications of the MPO’s 2020
forecasts which were not even within the project’s scope of work. At the same time,
important elements of the contract, including compliance with the National Historic
Preservation Act’s section 106, which are explicitly within the scope of work, have not been
done. This is of particular significance because CTS has determined that the project will havd
no adverse affect on downtown Louisville but has provided no explanation for this
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determination.

Third, decisions about the release of information about the Project have robbed the public of a
chance for meaningful comment. In spite of repeated requests and a lawsuit, none of the data
supporting the DEIS was made public until November 9, 2001. While CTS has offered
assurances that it will take the public’s comments into account, there is only enough money
left in the contract to correct spelling errors and publish an FEIS. There is simply no budget
left for any further studies unless additional appropriations are made. This was because the
consultant knew that the more time the public had to react to its data regarding the eastern
bridge, the less likely it was that the project would be approved.

E.24

D. Ignoring Minority Needs

The October 7, 1999 FHWA Memorandum requires that division administrators take the
needs of minority and low income populations into account in transportation planning by
asking, among others, the following questions of any project:

Does the planning process seek to identify the needs of low-
income and minority populations? Does the planning process
seek to utilize demographic information to examine the
distributions across these groups of the benefits and burdens of
the transportation investments included in the plan and TIP (or
STIP)? What methods are used to identify imbalances?

The DEIS does not address this issue. Further, when the socioeconomic reports developed to
support the DEIS conclusions are evaluated, it is obvious that the needs of Louisville’s

minority and low income populations have actually been consistently ignored.
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1. The socioecoriomic studies done for this project are biased

In studying the impacts of this project, the FHWA is obligated to consider its direct, indirect,
and cumulative impacts to land use, people (including minority and low-income populations), E4
local economies, and the regional economy. As it relates to the eastern bridge, the DEIS does D3
not do this. Instead, its analysis of land use and socioeconomic change is based on an :
arbitrary redistribution of jobs, which make it appear that there is no impact on minorities and
on Louisville’s urban core, and on the extraordinary assumption that Louisville’s inner core is
completely built out so that no growth can occur there in any event. Rather than attempting to
provide a factual basis for decision making, the DEIS analysis appears to have been done
simply to justify its conclusion that there will be no urban disinvestment, environmental
justice, or suburban sprawl impacts from an eastern bridge.

To understand the true impact of this project on minority and low income populations, it is
necessary to understand the relationship between “sprawl” and urban decay. The term
“sprawl” is a way of defining land use that assesses the social, economic, and environmental
impacts of land development patterns. “Sprawl” is related to the following factors:

. The volume of land consumption, population density, continuity
of settlement, clustering of land uses, concentration of
development, the extent of mixed uses, and the proximity of
different land uses to each other; and

. Unlimited outward extension, low-density residential and .
commercial settlements, leapfrog development, fragmentation
of powers over land use among many small localities,
dominance of transportation by private automobile vehicles, no
centralized planning or control of land uses, widespread strip
commercial development, great fiscal disparities among
localities, segregation of types of land uses in different zones,
and refiance mainly on the trickle-down or filtering process to
provide housing to low-income households.

This definition is widely recognized and was accepted in A Report of the Governor’s Smart
Growth Task Force, November 2001, Governor Paul E. Patton, Commonwealth of Kentucky,
p- 5. Our Commonwealth is attempting to address the very serious issues raised by sprawl
with several pending bills in the current session of the General Assembly.

2. Louisville’s experience with sprawl

By any measure, sprawl is clearly unchecked in the Louisville metropolitan area. A study
recently completed by nationally-recognized expert David Rusk shows that between 1970 and
1990, the Louisville region’s homebuilders constructed 108,000 new housing units even
though there were only 64,000 net households formed. As new houses were sold or rented,

older housing was made economically obsolete, and many older structures were abandoned or
destroyed in existing neighborhoods. By 1990, almost 34,000 housing units had vanished
from the region’s 1970 housing stock. Two-thirds of these vanished houses were located in
the City of Louisville, which lost over 10% of its housing stock.

Rusk’s analysis shows that while home values increased nationally 36% from 1970-90, in the
Louisville area’s overbuilt market, home values increased only 11%. But in African- E3
American neighborhoods in Louisville, homes lost 15% of their value. This decline in the
urban core offset development on the fringe in Louisville-Jefferson County. Many
commercial and residential property owners in the core area, including virtually all
African-Americans in Jefferson County, would be economic losers from the sprawl
created by an eastern bridge.

The economic imbalance between the wealthiest and poorest parts of the region would also be
worsened by an eastern bridge. When Rusk examined the Jefferson County census tracts with
a majority African American population in 1970, he found that all 32 of these tracts were
located in the West End of Louisville. The family poverty rate was 25% in 1970 for these 32
census tracts, and rose to 38% in 1990. In 1990, only 2% of all homeowners in Jefferson
County were African Americans. Barely 3% of all housing built in the three-county region
was built in West Louisville, contributing about 10% to the 1970 existing housing stock.

By 1990, 9,982 older housing units had disappeared from the West End of Louisville.

They were rendered unmarketable and economically valueless
by the soft regional housing market and socially undesirable by
the West End’s rising poverty rate....Yet they were somebody’s
valuable asset. And the systematic devaluation of those assets
had consequences both for wealth accumulation within the
African American community and for the property tax base of
the city of Louisville.

Rusk, David, The Impact of Urban Spraw! on African American Home Values and Assessed
Valuation of Property in the Urban Core, 2/9/02, p. 10

However, in eastern and southern Jefferson County, mushrooming new subdivisions more
than doubled the 1970 housing stock. These new neighborhoods were built exclusively for
middle class families. They had an ultra-low poverty rate of 3%, unchanged through two
decades. Less than 2% of older housing vanished, most of it probably to make way for new
subdivisions and shopping centers.

Because an eastern bridge will open new land to development—increasing land values in i D 1 9
some areas while decreasing land values in the urban core—it will induce additional sprawl, .
shift billions in public and private investment away from established communities, and
contribute to economic and social decline for the urban core and older suburbs.




3. The DEIS erroneously dismissed the threat of sprawl

The DEIS is over 1000 pages long. Its discussion of indirect and cumulative land use impacts
from the eastern interstate bridge and highway and the downtown project is found in just 3 of
those pages. (Vol. 1, pp. 5-8 - 5-10).

And what DEIS conclusions are derived regarding each bridge’s impact on development and
land use?

e That, over the next 25 years, the eastern interstate bridge and highway
will depress job growth——as well as household growth—beyond ten
miles of the Louisville downtown. This is, according to al Chalabi, a
clear “counter measure to urban sprawl” al Chalabi Report, p. 54.

o That jobs and households would see only “marginal” increases in a 10-
mile growth radius from construction of the downtown project
compared to the no action alternative and that, since there “is a limited
amount of developable land along the downtown corridor, no
unplanned changes in land use are expected” DEIS, pp. 5-9.

Under al Chalabi’s approach to assessing impacts to land development trends, a 10-mile
“sprawl boundary” was established and then a composite “accessibility” analysis was
conducted in which, in fact, the consultant simply arbitrarily redistributed jobs, without
providing any factual or analytical basis for that redistribution. Both the 10-mile “sprawl
boundary™ and “accessibility” analysis are based on arbitrary decisions by the consultants, and
appear to have been made simply to bolster their arguments in favor an eastern bridge since
most of the redistributive changes in jobs and households occur under their eastern bridge
only scenario and defy both logic and observed land use/transportation interactions. They
also have serious implications throughout the rest of the DEIS analysis, especially for
environmental justice analysis.

First, the consultant’s measurement of sprawl is based on a 10-mile radius centered on the
Louisville central business district. The basis for this 10-mile radius and its purported effect
is not explained. It is certainly not from literature on the subject. Indeed, that 10-mile radius
reaches from the Gene Snyder (I-265) in south Louisville, a developed area, to less developed
and undeveloped rural arcas. Since the area within al Chalabi’s own arbitrary 10-mile radius
includes areas which are essentially undeveloped and which lack most infrastructure, the
project’s sprawl impact, even under his own analysis, would be clear. Tellingly, Figure 4.1.2
in the DEIS, pg. 4-5, depicts land uses in the Louisville metropolitan area, but excludes the
complete 10-mile radius and, thus, fails to show current land uses in the southwestern and

- western portions of the circle.

Second, al Chalabi concludes that land development impacts would be contained in this
arbitrary 10-mile radius, almost as if the beltway would serve as some sort of urban service
boundary. Not only is this conclusion unexplained by the consultant, it is counterintuitive and
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contrary to actual experiences with urban beltways. Al Chalabi’s redistribution of jobs (to
assess expected land use changes) then ignored the traffic area of influence, the very
measure that FHWA recommends for evaluating development trends, and instead arbitrarily
picked up jobs from one equally accessible area and moved them into another. How al
Chalabi’s redistribution of jobs was derived, and how the consultant determined that no jobs
from the urban core would be moved to newly accessible areas in southern Indiana or east of
Louisville is nowhere explained—perhaps because the report is simply an effort to justify the
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building of an eastern bridge.

Further, the al Chalabi “sprawl” conclusion ignores the issue of whether adequate
infrastructure is in place in the jurisdictions that desire growth. Required infrastrucure
includes not only water lines and sewers, but also improved roads, schools, and community
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and emergency services.

Both the al Chalabi report and the ICEA Report seem to take it as a given that, from a traffic
perspective, the eastern project is merely “accommodating” high growth that is already
occurring, or is planned for the future and that, therefore, the indirect impacts from the project
are insignificant. The DEIS has failed, however, to adequately analyze the likelihood of
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spraw] and the indirect and cumulative effects of sprawl on minority and low-income
populations and on the urban core.

4. The DEIS ignores the advice of local experts from the urban core

Al Chalabi’s conclusions ignored input from the very “expert panel” that was convened for
this Project to review the land use and development assumptions of its report. The ICEA
Report includes a recommendation that the reallocation approach, as a way of assessing
indirect land use impacts, be supplemented by an “expert panel” that is familiar with local
conditions. This “expert panel,” included representatives of the city of Louisville, Jefferson
County, and Clarksville, Indiana, and was convened by the study consultants in Louisville on
August 28, 2001—-after al Chalabi had already finished its work. The conclusions of the
expert panel (representing interests of the urban core) regarding anticipated future growth and
development in the far east corridor were that restricted water supply, a limit on sewer
capacity, low transportation capacity, the need to upgrade the local road network, lack of
planning policies, and problems with INAAP—including problems with its annexation and
control, water supply, and cleanup—limit the growth potential in southern Indiana. JCEA
Report, Appendix C, pp. App. C-6, C-10. Yet, despite soliciting this discussion, the study
consultants chose not to incorporate these local expert observations into their land use and
development impact discussion.

D.12

Al Chalabi also ignored the advice of the City of Louisville. The consultant was repeatedly
told by the Louisville Development Authority that not prioritizing the downtown project
would jeopardize millions of dollars in investments downtown. The Louisville Development
Authority presented these facts to the DEIS consultants at scoping meetings in April 2001,
May 2001, and August 2001. In this regard, the DEIS specifically conflicts with objectives of]

a major local land use plans contrary to federal law (40 CFR Sec. 1502.16(c)). Furthermore,
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Appendix F in the ICEA Report includes over $234 million in investments already underway
within the Louisville central business district, plus another $268 million of announced
projects to be completed by 2003. Additional projects in the City of Louisville but outside the|
central business district total almost $6 million. The incorrect assumptions of the consultant’s
analysis resulted in the DEIS showing no socioeconomic benefits from a downtown project,
no risk to these planned downtown investments from not building the downtown project, and
a failure to prioritize the downtown project to support these investments.

E.28

Al Chalabi once again ignored the advice of the Louisville Development Authority when the
consultant assumed that downtown and west Louisville are at build-out. Appendix F of the
ICEA Report lists acres and acres of sites for development or redevelopment within the City
of Louisville. Contrary to assumptions made in the DEIS, studies estimate that more than
1,700 acres lie vacant in the City of Louisville, equivalent to 4.3% of its land area. This
figure does not account for increasing numbers of abandoned housing units. Louisville has

one of the highest abandonment rates, with a rate of 5.7 abandoned housing units per 1,000
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inhabitants.

5. Suburban sprawl is a national problem for minorities and persons of low
income

The economic impact to Louisville’s urban core from an eastern bridge can be expected to be
similar to what happened in the Cincinnati area after the I-275 eastern bridge and highway
was built 5 miles east of downtown Cincinnati in the late 1970°s. An examination of the
development impacts from construction of that bridge demonstrates that sprawl continues well
beyond an outer beltway. Low density sprawling development moved well past the highway
into Clermont County, which grew by 69% from 1970 to 2000. According to a recent
analysis of the land use patterns around the eastern 1-275 bridge, there is little reason other
than the I-275 bridge and highway for this type of growth. Comparing a “bridge” census tract
located at the terminus of Cincinnati’s eastern bridge (I-275 in southwest Clermont County,
Ohio) outside Cincinnati with an inner city Cincinnati census tract, the city tract went from
being 36% of the bridge tract’s median income in 1970, to having an income gap of 51% in
1990.

“By all indications the placement of an easterly bridge in Jefferson County would have a
similar effect to those we have seen in Cincinnati’s Hamilton and Clermont counties. Suburbs
would continue to sprawl, business would continue to gravitate toward new malls on open
land, and disadvantaged populations would continue to segregate the central city. Those
disadvantaged groups would have least access to job opportunities.” Report 3: Ohio River
Bridges Project: Sprawl and Urban Disinvestment, Savitch and Vogel Consultants,
Louisville, Kentucky. February 2002.

Further, as reported by David Rusk, nationally recognized urban affairs expert, over the past
thirty years, during a variety of economic conditions, the Louisville area has consumed a great
deal of land to accommodate little or modest population growth. During the 1970s and 1980s,
Louisville population grew by only 2%, compared to the U.S.’s urban population growth rate
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of 23%. Louisville’s consumption of “‘urbanized land,” however, expanded by 34%—17
times the rate of population growth, one of the highest rates of land consumption in the nation
among cities its population size. Only Buffalo and Rochester, N.Y ., peer areas of Louisville
(based on population size), consumed more land with minimal or negative population growth
than Louisvilie. Such a high land growth-to-population ratio reflects outward growth on the
urban periphery and steady population loss in the urban core.

6. Jobs are also an issue

Significantly, even al Chalabi found that the downtown project provides 55% more jobs E 3 1
within 10 minutes of home (traveling by automobile, one assumes) than does the eastern .
bridge. But the eastern bridge creates 50% more jobs that are 30 minutes from home than
does the downtown project. This is an indication of the sprawl impact for the eastern bridge.
The high concentration of jobs and residences in and near downtown is disrupted by an
eastern bridge, which are disbursed outside the urban core, resulting in more commutes
requiring the longer 30 minute drives.

E. What this Means for Environmental Justice

As noted in FHWA'’s environmental justice guidance, environmental justice and Title VI of
the federal Civil Rights Act are not new concerns. See, An Overview of Transportation and
Environmental Justice, http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/¢j2000.htm. However,
Executive Order No. 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations,” issued February 1994, gave federal agencies new
impetus to elevate environmental justice considerations in their programs and projects.
Specifically, it required federal agencies to identify and mitigate disproportionately adverse
impacts on minority and Jow-income communities. As FHWA's guidance notes, however,
there is also a process aspect which requires involving those portions of the public in the
process.

Furthermore, federal transportation legislation (23 U.S.C. Sec. 109(h)) requires that the
FHWA “assure that possible adverse economic, social, and environmental effects relating to
any proposed project on any Federal-aid system have been fully considered in developing
such project, and that the final decisions on the project are made in the best overall public
interest, taking into consideration the need for fast, safe and efficient transportation, public
services, and the costs of eliminating or minimizing such adverse effects and the following:

. destruction or disruption of community cohesion and the
availability of public facilities and services;
. adverse employment effects, and tax and property values losses;
. injurious displacement of people, businesses and farms; and
. disruption of desirable community and regional growth.
12



FHWA’s guidance also provides that: “The Executive Order and the accompanying .
Presidential Memorandum call for specific actions to be directed in NEPA-related activities.
Those specific actions include:

. Analyzing environmental effects, including human health,
economic, and social effects on minority populations and low-
income populations when such analysis is required by NEPA;

L3 Ensuring that mitigation measures outlined or analyzed in EA’s,
EIS’s, and ROD’s, whenever feasible, address
disproportionately high and adverse environmental effects or
proposed actions on minority populations and low-income
populations;

. Providing opportunities for community input in the FHWA
NEPA process, including identifying potential effects and
mitigation measures in consultation with affected communities;
and

. In reviewing other agencies’ proposed actions under Section
309 of the Clean Air Act, EPQ must ensure that the agencies
have fully analyzed environmental effects on minority
communities and low-income communities, including human
health, social, and economic effects.

The DEIS’s evaluation of indirect and cumulative impacts in the environmental justice
evaluation, however, focused solely on mobility--access to jobs and impacts to transit users.
The DEIS claims on page 5-9 that the two bridge scenario results in, “most of the job and
household growth projected . . . within 10 miles of downtown Louisville.” This is nothing
more than the result of the study consultant’s deliberate choice about where to make jobs
within the region, not the result of any credible analysis.

The environmental justice indirect impact analysis is found in two paragraphs of the al
Chalabi report and reads as follows:

Exhibits 26 and 27 show the Concentration of Minority (Black)
Population and Concentration of Poverty, respectively. This
data is taken from the 1990 Census and is by Census block
group. Both of the minority and poverty concentrations are
located, primarily in Central Louisville and Western Jefferson
County, and in the arca around General Electric. Consequently,
the data and maps which desrribe the downtown (Zone 007),
the General Electric Plant (Zone 375) and Rubbertown Zone 13
are good surrogates for this information.

In general, it appears that the East-End bridges, [sic], alone, and
together with the Downtown Bridge, are more effective in
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reducing travel times and providing access to these
concentrations from existing and forecasted job concentrations
than are the Downtown and Ninth Avenue Bridges, alone.

Al Chalabi Report, pp. 53-54.

In other words, al Chalabi claims that minority and low-income populations benefit from an
eastern bridge and more so than from the downtown project. This extraordinary conclusion
was based on the flawed “redistributive” assignment of jobs under an eastern bridge build
scenario discussed above. The DEIS concludes that with all build alternatives, “a greater
percentage of minority or low-income block groups would be positively impacted [from a
Jobs accessibility standpoint] than would be negatively impacted.” The DEIS does not break
out its “travel benefits” in Table 5.1-17 or the one paragraph of discussion on page 5-41 from
the individual build scenarios.

The purported “improvements” in travel time from building roads and, accordingly, the
purported improvements in accessibility to jobs, is primarily premised on vehicle ownership
by presumed beneficiaries. However, in west Louisville, more than 23% of minority and low-
income residents rely on TARC to commute to work and elsewhere. U.S. Bureau of the
Census, Department of Commerce, 1990. Based on a KIPDA household travel survey
conducted in 2000, 42% of the households surveyed in Central Louisville did not own a
car. Nevertheless, the DEIS concludes that “For those individuals who do not travel by
automobile, project impacts arc neutral” DEIS, p. 5-41. The basis for this statement is that:

The altemative alignments being considered do not decrease
public access to transit that may exist in the current situation.
Travel impacts in time savings or loses [sic] are reported in
Table 5.1-17. Those predictions are related to individuals who
do not use automobiles, only if they do use public transit and if
that transit system uses project infrastructure to serve its
customer base....

DEIS, p. 5-41 (emphasis added).

In other words, even though al Chalabi’s analysis (erroneously) redistributes jobs to eastern
Clark County, the DEIS concludes that people without cars are not adversely impacted by the
eastern bridge because TARC bus stops in central and west Louisville will still be there (the
access to transit in the current situation), irrespective of whether TARC goes to eastern
Clark County including INAAP and Charlestown (it doesn’t) and irrespective of whether one

could get to a job there without spending more than 4 hours on a bus per day with the
transfers.

The DEIS’s second rationale for this no impact conclusion assumes that travel time “savings”
in Table 5.1-17 will equally accrue to riders who use TARC to cross the eastern bridge as a
way to get from west Jefferson County or Newburg across the Ohio River to eastern Clark

E.33

E.1




County. Again, this conclusion ignores the realities of what it means to ride a bus to work
including the time spent in transfers.

The DEIS has failed to provide any credible analysis of the environmental justice impacts of
this project in terms of who benefits and who loses from greater accessibility to jobs and
reduced cumulative travel times that would result from the various bridge build scenarios.
The question that was not answered was whether the benefits of reduced travel times are
distributed proportionately through the population regardless of job location. When one looks
at a combined map of the minority population density of the Louisville area with an overlay
of travel time savings from the two bridge scenario, it is apparent that the minority population
of the Louisville metropolitan area would not benefit from completion of the eastern beltway.

Regarding transit, in 1997, the Transportation Research Board, the most prominent peer-
reviewed transportation research organization, conducted a study of the impacts of highway
construction on metropolitan transit in cities throughout the United States and Canada. The
report’s conclusion was that suburban highway construction facilitates suburbanization of
households and businesses, resulting in a pattern of development that is difficult to serve by
mass transit. See Transit Cooperative Research Program Project H-13A, Consequences of the
Interstate Highway System for Transit, Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas. This
phenomenon leads to declines in transit ridership and in difficulty in maintaining service and
funding, resulting in a vicious cycle for public transit which disproportionately and adversely
affects people without vehicles.

Low income populations are also least able to accommodate significant increases in
commuting distances which are outside public transit routes due to the high cost of operating
an automobile.

In 1997 the annual cost of driving an automobile for 15,000
miles of travel came to nearly $8,000. This represents a 30%
increase between 1990 and 1997, and it continues to rise. The
increase is directly proportionate to sprawl. Gasoline
consumption alone climbs by 58% as one moves from
moderately dense to sparsely populated ones. For the average,
middle class resident these costs are burdensome. But for the
poorer resident they are prohibitive. It is little wonder that inner
cities have higher rates of unemployment, higher turnover and
greater poverty. Given the momentum that feeds development,
the sheer economics of agglomeration mean that sprawl can
drain inner city neighborhoods and send them into cumulative
downward spirals of disinvestments.

Report 3: Ohio River Bridges Project: Sprawl and Urban Disinvestment, Savitch and Vogel
Consultants, Louisville, Kentucky, February 2002.
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The DEIS ignores the lack of public transit in the areas that have been allocated substantial
jobs and households in southern Indiana. These new houses and jobs will be inaccessible to
those dependent on public transit, generally low income populations. As jobs, investment,
and resources follow highways beyond existing suburbs, it becomes increasingly difficult to
provide employment opportunities for city and inner suburban residents who lack a car or are
unable to travel long distances. “For those households that rely on public transit an eastern
bridge is not an alternative. Most of these individuals and households are likely to be poor,
black, inner city dwellers, living in segregated housing. If we accept the notion that bridges
stimulate economic development, financial investment, and job access, these are the
communities that will be most deprived of those opportunities.” Report 3: Ohio River
Bridges Project: Sprawl and Urban Disinvestment, Savitch and Vogel Consultants,
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Louisville, Kentucky, February 2002.

Drawing away people and jobs detracts from the quality of these neighborhoods for those who|
are left and do not want to or cannot leave. The DEIS’s definition of environmental justice
includes “economic effects” of the proposed action., DEIS, p. 5-33, while FHWA’s
Community Impact Assessment guidance provides that, in defining the study area, a project
may have social consequences to communities well beyond the immediate geographic area
and provides that the economic impact category includes effects on the tax base from changes
in property values, changes in business activity, property values from changes in land uses.
CTS DID NOT DO THIS—the DEIS does not evaluate the social effects on communities
within the urban core that will not be directly impacted by construction of the bridges and
does not evaluate changes in property values, business activity, or effects on the tax base
within the urban core.

E3
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Based on extensive analysis by urban affairs expert David Rusk an eastern interstate bridge
and beltway would accelerate excess housing construction, which would depress the growth
in value of existing homes owned by Louisville-area residents. In addition, the eastern bridge
could undermine the fiscal health of older communities, including the City of Louisville and
the soon-to-be-consolidated Louisville-Jefferson County.

“The wealthiest areas in the Louisville metropolitan area are growing richer, while poorer
areas fall behind. The most affluent portions of the LMA are in the easterly suburbs of
Jefferson County and most heavily concentrated in the northeast. An easterly bridge is likely
to shift the center of economic gravity further from the poorer and minority populations.
Report 3: Ohio River Bridges Project: Sprawl and Urban Disinvestment, Savitch and Vogel
Consultants, Louisville, Kentucky, February 2002.

Further, the disadvantages for poorer and minority populations are cumulative. The DEIS did
not evaluate how a further shift of jobs away from the urban core could tip the balance for
struggling poor and minority families without access to these jobs, and with decreasing home
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values, their major monetary asset.
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Conclusion

We believe that these facts constitute a prima facie violation of Title VI. As a member of and as E.18
representatives of members of a protected class under Title VI, we will be subjected to :
disproportionately high adverse economic effects if the eastern bridge component of the project
which is studied in the DEIS is carried forward.
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cc: FHWA Administrator, Mary Peters
FHWA Kentucky Division Administrator
FHWA Indiana Division Administrator
John Ballantyne



Commonwealth of Kentucky
James C. Codell, i1t Transportation Cabinet

Secretary of Transportation

Clifford C. Linkes, PE.
Deputy Secretary

The Honorable Paul Bather

Frankfort, Kentucky 40622

Feb. 13,2002

Kentucky House of Representatives

4706 Varble Avenue
Louisville, KY 40211

Dear Representative Bather,

Paul E. Patton i

Thank you for yqur comments at the Feb. 7 public hearing on the Drafi
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River

Bridges Project.

As explained in the opening pres:

on Nov. 9 and ends on Feb. 25

DEIS. Responses will be made in wri
that will be released later this year.

entation, a comment period on the DEIS began

. During this time, we are receiving comments on the

ting in a Final Environmental Impact Statement

Although the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet, the Federal Highway

Administration and our consultant, CTS will be unable to

debate you have scheduled for
development and environmental

receive relating to the Bridges Project
can be mailed to John Ballantyne,

attend the public hearing and

Governor

Feb. 21 regarding the Bridges Project and other local
issues, we hope that you will provide any comrents you

Federal Building, 330 W. Broadway, Frankfort, KY 40601-1922.

Anyone who missed the

were held in recent weeks can submit
through Feb. 25. Online comments

for consideration in the DEIS review. Comments
Federal Highway Administration, John C. Watts

five public open houses and two public hearings that

comments to Mr. Ballantyne at the above address
also can be submitted through Feb.

25 by visiting

www kvinbridges.com and scrolling down the home page to the “comment on the DEIS”
link.

KENTUCKY TRANSPORTATION
WMAmmmsnmmmwmumwm
WHICH PROMOTES ECONOMIC GROWTH AND ENHANCES THE QUALITY OF LIFE tN KENTUCKY:
EQUAL EMPLOYER M/F/D"

AN

“BRvE

CABINET

OPPORTUNTTY

SYSTEM

The Honorable Paul Bather
February 13, 2002
Page 2

Since work on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement began more than tbrcc
years ago, we have had an extensive public involvmn_ept program throughout_the region.
Representatives from organizations and communities including thos.c |in western
Louisville have provided valuable input and information tl:nl'ough five public mvolvelxin
groups that met periodically with the project team. In addition, we hayc hFld large public
meetings. Elected officials, including the Jefferson Oounty leg}sla.uve delegation,
churches, civic organizations and thousands of area residents ‘reoexv'e regular updatt.:s
through the mail and through e-mail notification about the work, including ways to obtain
information and submit comments.

The recent series of public open houses and hearings received widespread media

ificati the mailing list. Enclosed for your
exposure, and notifications were sent to everyone on mail 0
review is a copy of the story that appeared in The Louisville Defender regarding the

hearings.
Thank you again for your comments and participation.
Sincerely,

[

L. Carr, PE
eputy State Highway Engineer
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet




Citizens invited to

comment on Bridge |

Options at public
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Commontuealth of Rentucky -

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

800-372.7181

February 25, 2002

Mr. John Ballantyne

Federal Highway Administration
John C. Watts Federal Building
330 West Broadway

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601-1922

Re:  Comments on the DEIS for the Louisville Bridges Project
Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

I am a member of the House of Representatives of the General Assembly of the Commonwealth
of Kentucky representing the 43" Legislative District. Please accept the enclosed letter as my
comment upon the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and on the process leading up to that
statement.
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RESOLUTION -

In Support of Two-Bridge Recommendation With A Spaghettj Junction Redesign:
- Specifically Connecting I-265 Gene Snyder in Kentucky with I-265 in Indiana.

The fucts supporting the need for an 1-265/Snyder Freeway bridge linking Kentucky and Indiana are indisputable. Not
moving ahead with the expeditious construction of a new eastern bridge will result in increased traffic congestion, deterio-
ration of economic viability and loss of job opportunities for the Greater Louisville region. .

Past studies, including the Origin and Destination Study, Ohio River Major Investment Study, and the
current work underway in the Environmental Impact Statement show:

1. Some 35-40% of Kennedy Bridge Traffic is Indiana-east Jefferson County or Oldham County B 46
in origin or destination.
Both ¢astern Clark County in Indiana and eastern Jefferson County are undergoing major population and
industrial growth.
3. The two bridge scenario will provide:

+ The most cost-effective means of solving the community’s transpoitation necds

The completion of the circumferential highway system, thus creating a new alternate route
Volume reductions in the downtown area
The greatest benefit for commercial traffic
The best combination of reducing incident impacts and delays in Spaghetti Junction and an
alternate route for avoidance of delays
The greatest net economic benefit for the region
The greatest reduction in VMT (vehicle miles travelled) and VHT (vehicle hours of travel)

« The greatest overall transportation and economic benefit for the entire region

12

The public clearly supports the two-bridge alternative with an 1-265 crossing:
1. The 1993 and 1996 Courier-Journal Bluegrass Public Opinion Polls showed overwhelming support of an 1-265

bridge, among residents in both Kentucky and Indiana. .
2. The 1993 Goals for Greater Louisville listed the I-265 bridge as the number two priority among adults
responding.

Numerous community groups. elected officials and business organizations have called for the construction of the
bridge; Middletown Chamber; Jeffersontown Chamber; Southern Indiana Chamber; City of Shivley: Greater
Louisville Inc.: Mayor Armstrong: Representative Northrup; Senator Lugar; Representative Hill; Senator Bayh;
Governor Patton: Governor O'Bannon: Kentuckians for Better Transportation. etc

4. The Transportation Policy Commiitee of KIPDA (the Kentuckiana Planning and Development Agency - our

i ency) unanimously endorsed this solution for our region’s cross-rive:

w

reg: sriation planning
deficiency in 1996.

Therefore, we support an 1-265 Bridge/Downtown Bridge/Spaghetti Junction Redesign and urge the
Federal Highway administration to recognize and affirm this need in the
Final Environmental Impact Statement and its subsequent Record of Decision.

Organization \V\d'\ahb \’\O\ASQ 0 ?xﬁg)\’QSenhﬁ%eS Phene
address_ 200 West \Nashindton Streer, \ndianapolis, \ndiana Hw2O4
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Tonya Fischer
Southern Indiana Chamber of Commerce

4100 Charlestown Rd., New Albany, IN 47150




STATE OF INDIANA

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
THIRD FLOOR STATE HOUSE
INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46204

TERRY A, GOODIN

409 SEYMOUR ROAD

CROTHERZVILLE. IN 47229

COMMITTEERS

AGRIGULTURE, NATURAL RESOURCES & RURAL DEVELOFMENT
COURTS & CRIMINAL CODE
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Fcbruary 21, 2002

Mr. Greg Fitzloff, President

Southern Indiana Chamber of Commerce
4100 Charlestown Road

New Albany, IN 47150

Dear Ms. Fischer:

1 am writing to express my support for the two-bridge recommendation. I would like my hame
to be noted as one of the many supporters of the bridge project.

B.46

I-believe that the bridge project is needed in order to handle the area’s transportation needs.
Without the I-265 bridge, congestion is going to be a worsening problem. Much time, energy,
and thought has been invested in the project and I think that it is time that it be implemented.

I thank you in advance for noting my suppont for the project. Please do not hesitate to contact me
if you have any questions or concerns regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

lewnpts Cooal
Terry A. Goodin

State Representative

House District 66

cc: Indiana Department of Transportation
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STATE OF INDIANA y 4330 GREFN VALLEYROAD

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES l@ __ NEWALBANY, IN47130

THIRD FLOOR STATE HOUSE O eiane

INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46204 TR
February 4, 2002 7 (K

indiana Department of Transportation -
Attn: Mr. J. Bryan Nicol, Commissioner

100 North Senate Avenue, Room N755

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Dear Commissioner Nicol:

| write to you today to lend my support for the two proposed bridge projects
connecting Southern Indiana and Louisville. These proposed projects are integral to
the economic development of Southern Indiana and | feel that both bridges need to
be built to properly address the traffic congestion issues facing both Louisville and
Southern Indiana.

| have been a member of the Indiana General Assembly for twenty-eight years and
in those years, | have heard many times from constituents, state agency
employees and fellow legislators alike, all are in favor of the “two bridge” proposal
being offered now. 1 finally feel as though this issue is finally going to gain
momentum and possibly rectify the problems we in Southern indiana are
experiencing due to traffic congestion. It would be a grave injustice, to proceed to
build a “downtown” bridge connecting the heart of Louisville to our great state and
not construct an “east end” bridge. The time has come, the time is now, please do
not err and neglect your duty to serve the residents and voters of Southern Indiana.
Build an “east end” bridge and invest in Indiana.

| would like to thank you for your hard work and dedication to this project. |
appreciate your taking the time to consider this letter and wish you good luck on
this monumental endeavor.

Sincerely,

B

William Cochran
State Representative
House District 72

B.46
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RESOLUTION -
In Support of Two-Bridge Ri dation With A hetti Ji ion Red

Specifically Connecting I-265 Gene Snyder in Kentucky with I-265 in Indiana

The facts supporting the need for an I-265/Snyder Freeway bridge linking Kentucky and Indiana
are indisputable. Not moving ahead with the expeditious construction of a new eastern bridge will
result in increased traffic congestion, deterioration of economic viability and loss of job
opportunities for the Greater Louisville region.

Past studies, including the Origin and Destination Study, Ohio River Major Investment
Study, and the current work underway in the Evir Impact Stat show: B 46

1. Some 35-40% of Kennedy Bridge traffic is Indiana-east Jefferson County or Oldham County
in origin or destination.
2. Both eastern Clark County in Indiana and eastern Jefferson County are undergoing major
population and industrial growth.
3. The two bridge scenario will provide:
¢ The most cost-effective means of solving the community’s transportation needs
« The pletion of the cir ial highway system, thus creating a new alternate
route
* Volume reductions in the downtown area
« The greatest benefit for commercial traffic
e The best combination of reducing incident impacts and delays in Spaghetti Junction
and an alternate route for avoidance of delays
o The greatest net economic benefit for the region
e The greatest reduction in VMT (vehicle miles travelled) and VHT (vehicle hours of
travel)
+ Th

The public clearly supports the two-bridge alternative with an 1-265 crossing:

1. The 1993 and 1996 Courier-Journal Bluegrass Public Opinion Polls showed overwhelming
support of an I-265 bridge, among residents in both Kentucky and Indiana.

2. The 1993 Goals for Greater Louisville listed the I-265 bridge as the number two priority among
adults responding.

3. Numerous community groups, elected officials and business organizations have called for the
construction of the bridge: Middletown Chamber; Jeffersontown Chamber; Southern Indiana
Chamber; City of Shivley; Greater Louisville Inc.; Mayor Armstrong, Representative Northup,
Representative Hill, Senator Bayh, Govemor Patton; Governor O’Bannon; Kentuckians For
Better Transportation, etc.

4. The Transportation Policy Committee of KIPDA (the Kentuckiana Planning and Development
Agency - our region’s transportation planning agency) unanimously endorsed this solution for
our region’s cross-river deficiency in 1996,

Therefore, we support an I-265 Bridge/D. n Bridge/Spaghetti J ion Redesign and
urge the Federal Highway Administation to recognize and affirm this need in the Final
Envi ! Impact S and its sub: Record of Decision.

o Organizati A%.ﬁ‘ M Phone Yo —-15¢-3858S8
Address | oille 2. z"‘; ¢ .

Signed 724 Tearnl. Y ' 'riue,_JfM Date_P-23-0J

Submit to: Tonya Fischer
Southern Indiana Chamber of Commerce
4100 Charlestown Rd.
New Albany, IN 47150
945-0266 (phone)
948-4664 (fax)
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Rebecca Jackson
County Judge/Executive

Arthur L. Williams
District Director

John Ballantyne
Federal Highway Administration

\‘é
Air Pollution Control District

Jefferson County, Kentucky

RECEIVED

FEB 2 5 2002

February 20, 2002

—

el ce: John Carr - KYTC
~~— Charles Raymer - CTS

John C. Watts Federal Building
330 W, Broadway
Frankfort, KY 40601-1922

Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

Please find below comments on the DEIS for the Ohio River Bridges Project submitted on behalf

of the Air Pollution Control District of Jefferson County, Kentucky.

It appears that the Ohio River Bridges Project would improve air quality for the region, in

particular through the reduction of congestion.

These are also several arcas where the DEIS and Final EIS, with additional information would

lend stronger support to that conclusion as follows:

The IFina] EIS shml.lfd recommend that further carbon monoxide modeling be performed at the
sp_unﬁc, proposed interch g when the alig have been selected and designed so that the
alignments meet conformity and the NAAQS requirements mandated in the area’s State

‘I'}!: Lndir_ecl and Cumulative Effects Analysis (ICEA) did not adequately address that an east end
bridge will foster development and determine the corresponding affect on air quality.

The ICEA did not adequately addresses the effect on air quality of new highway infrastructure or

Th:le conclusion at page 5-96 of the DEIS that, “Therefore, no indirect or cumulative effects are
anticipated for_any of the bridge/highway, either the Downtown, Near East or Far Fast as
. LTS ine with the findings in the November 2001, “Indirect and Cumulative
Effects Analysis-Draft Technical Report.”

The DEIS, under the discussion of indirect or cumulative effects, did not address the
issues of hazardous air pollutants, ozone and the area’s status relative to the 8 hour ozone
standard or the area’s status relative to the PM2.5 standard.

G.6
impl ion Plan.
development patterns.
G.13
G.7
G.8 3

Emissions from the construction project(s) should have been estimated by AP42 or modeling,

———]

B850 Barret Avenue - Louisville, Kentucky 40204-1745 + (502) 574-6000 » Fax (502) 574-5306 « info@aped.org + hitp://www.apcd.org

An Equal Opportunity Employer
“The Journey To Our Future Begins Today.”

The DEIS did not adequately address or d ine b lous air poll levels. The Final EIS

should reflect an analysis using the existing EPA Complex model or MOBTOXSb and the to be
released Mobile Model 6.2.if it is available.

“Existing conditions” for air quality does not accurately identify the arca as a one hour ozone
maintenance area, a CO maintenance area and insufficient or no reference to or analysis of or
significance of the status of the area relative to the 8 hour ozone or PM2.5 standard and the area’s
status relative to those standards is provided.

G.I9

G1G3

It would be useful, appropriate and accurate for the DEIS to reflect, quantify and eval by
relevant pollutant that, relative to air quality issues, that construction of a new downtown bridge
and a rebuild of Spaghetti Junction would have significant air quality benefits through the relief
of substantial existing congestion,

The DEIS and Final EIS would benefit from an evaluation of the effect on air quality that the
build alternatives would have as a result of the changes in speed of vehicular traffic and the
known relationships (speed curves) between vehicle speeds and the emission rates of relevant
pollutants.

The DEIS and Final EIS would benefit from an evaluation of the effects on air quality relative to

G.10

G.11

vehicle miles traveled as a result of the various build alternatives. This evaluation should consider
and address the likelihood that by the time the build al , if selected, are d that
vehicles and fuels will be substantially “cleaner” and that rates of rel poll

may be substantially lower.

Thank you for the opp ity to provide these

A /e

L. Williams
Director

oo Judge/Executive Rebecca Jackson
Deputy County Judge Executive Lorie Beavin
Commissioner Russ Maple
Commissioner Darryl Owens
C issi Dolores Delah
Mayor Dave Armstrong
APCD Board
John Lyons, KY. DAQ
John Carr, KY Transportation Cabinet

G.11




PP

City of &
Green \Spring
1974
P.O.Box 261  Harrod's Creek, KY 40027 D E@ E E VE
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January 29, 2002 Y rep 01 2002 D

Mr. John Ballantyne

Federal Highway Administration
John C. Watts Federal Building
330 West Droadway

Frankfort, KY 40601-1922

Subject: City of Green Spring response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Ohio River Bridges Project.

Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

Attached herewith is the City of Green Spring’s official resp and ts to the Draft

Envir tal Impact Stat t for the Ohio River Bridges Project.

We are deeply appreciative and thank you for this opportunity to make comments on this most important
project for our community.

Should there be any questions concerning this input, please do not hesitate to contact me or members of
the Green Spring City Commission. Our City email is gspringky@aol.com and I can be reached at (502)
228-3951.

Please ensure that this correspondence and attachment are included in the formal administrative record
for this project.

Sincerely,

.. H.%Q_

William M. Huff, Mayor

CC: Commission Members
Hon. James Codell, KYTC
Hon. Anne Northup, Congresswomen
Jose Sepulveda, FHWA
John Clements, CTS

Attach: Green Spring Response to Ohio River Bridges Project DEIS



City of Green Spring

Conclusions and Comments
To
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Ohio River Bridges Project

William M. Huff, Mayor
Harold B. Berry, Commissioner Patricia Gosnell, Commissioner
Joe Marini, Commissioner Tom Phillips, Commissioner

Raymond L. Rissler, City Bridge Study Representative

Submitted January 29, 2002

Overview and Conclusions

During the course of this three-year study, the Green Spring City government has spent

countless hours participating with the n area work group, attending bridge meetings.
reviewing documents, maps and is currently a “Consulting Party” in the section 106 historic
review process. It is from this base of understanding and experience that the City of Green
Spring provides this response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Ohio River
Bridges project.

As a general opening statement, since the inception of the DEIS study three years ago, world
events combined with a downturn in the economy have placed severe budget constraints at
both the Federal and State levels. We believe this intensifies the importance during the final
bridge decision and alignment selection process of seeking funding that is based clearly on a
justifiable need and urgent priority for our regional transportation system.

We believe the DEIS clearly shows beyond doubt that the only way to alleviate current and
avoid severe future traffic problems with the present Ohio River crossings is to build a new
bridge in the Central corridor and to completely reconstruct the Kennedy interchange in the
same area. A Central corridor bridge and rebuild of the Kennedy interchange are, in the City's
view, imperative to the future growth and development of the region overall.

Accordingly, we fully and without reservation support the construction of a new downtown
bridge, and the design and construction of an improved Kennedy interchange. These two
efforts should be planned and scheduled for the earliest possible completion. Immediate and
substantial benefits in both traffic flow and safety will be realized, as is borne out by the
relevant data in the DEIS. One key factor stated is that the downtown bridge is the only
single-bridge option that would reduce traffic on the Kennedy Bridge below its desi

A4

capacity (95%).

This construction, according to CTS engineers, can be carried ocut without a need for a
second new bridge in eastern Jefferson County. Moreover, the Sherman Minton Bridge and
its connections to I-65 in Indiana and Kentucky already provide a diversionary route across
the Ohio River for use if and when construction necessitates temporary closure of the
Kennedy Bridge and interchange. The Sherman Minton is as close to the Kennedy as the
proposed near-eastern alignment for a second bridge would be.

The DEIS data does not indicate an urgent need nor immediate benefit to be derived from an
East End bridge. In fact, it confirms that any eastern bridge would not create new jobs, but
would only redistribute them within the region. The study says that some 10,400 jobs would
shift from Kentucky to Indiana, representing more than $342 million in lost wages. (DEIS page
5-28). The City does not believe the purpose of the construction of any bridge should be
simply the relocation of jobs from one state to another.

We believe that the idea of combining the construction schedules for a downtown bridge and
an east end bridge was advanced after it became apparent that there would be significant
objection to an east end bridge for many reasons, and furthermore the traffic improvement
rationale for new bridges would not be supported by data generated concerning east end
bridge availability. With these two factors in mind, a concurrent construction strategy was
devised to enable the weakly justified east end bridge to ride along on the coattails of the
obviously essential new downtown project. Prior to any studies at all, it was evident to
regional residents and through travelers that an additional bridge is needed downtown, along
with a redesigned Kennedy interchange.

A9
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Overview and Conclusions- Continued

i ithi iliti i frequent
accidents within the current facilities are numerous and becoming more
E:éafnsof: :eriﬂll..ls. We believe that this urgent problem shoulq be addressed |mn;edéaitely ang
separately, especially in view of the deteriorating fiscal position of the States of Indiana an
Kentucky, and the Federal Government.

i i i lution in place for
hat the immediate problem be solved first. With the downtown so Pplac
:V;;::gg ltong aneough to clea‘:ly demonstrate the actual, not synthesized, impact which hltt?}as
on traffic and traffic safety, it can then be determined with much greater confidence, whether
a second new bridge is needed and can be cost/benefit justified on a stand alone basis.

iti or us to envision that “Light Rail” will not play some key role in the future
E':ﬁzsgrg{;:anr:t\fmrk for our region. Many large modern cities, particularly those bordering
rivers, have demonstrated the value of such systems and their ability to reduce cgmmli:tmg
traffic from the highways. We, therefore, would recommend that the design of the down ogn
bridge and approaches preserve the option for a cross-river light rail system sometime in the
future.

indings and facts of the DEIS, the City of Green Spring has concluded that any
E::?%:; g:ied;a aligﬁment would, in sum, be more deleterious than beneficial to the regl{.:?.
Additionally, the further the corridor from the central core of the urban area, the_ Iesse{ e
need. This begs the questions should we spend millions of dollars and severely |r!1§at:_': ou;
environment to construct an eastern bridge that, will result in a net loss and redistribu on of
jobs in our region, will contribute to urban sprawl, and will carry a minimum of cross-river
traffic?

i i " i i i Id have
luding concern also is that: "a bridge in the Far East or Near East corridor wou
:oc:f?:cl: ;:gthe central core area of Louisville, Bullitt County, Clark County and the western
section of Jefferson County.” . habilitate the important

bridge alternatives, therefore, would do nothing to rehabilitate the imp
ggfe Eo?sltgmsvillegs and Jeffersonvilie's downtown, which both suffer, as do many central
core areas nationally, from out-moving businesses and residences.

PROPOSED ALIGNMENTS

i i i i i ly from the study
As stated in our overview and conclusions, while we believe most strong
process that there is neither purpose nor need for an East End brlgge, and even less need for
one in the Far East corridor, it would be an abdication of the City's responsibilities to ignore
the presence of such proposals in the DEIS.

inui ief i i i hen there is clear
ontinuing belief is that an eastern bridge should be built only wi
Svui:iecncr; ‘:\:]aiigbie supporting a real community need. If future conditions and research prove
an economic or traffic need, the City of Green Spring would be totally supportive of an
eastern bridge and provides the following comments on the current proposed alignments.

i i downtown
eanwhile, we wholeheartedly endorse and support the construction of a new dow
I'L:II'ridge with the rebuilding of the Kennedy Interchange as the region’s highest priority and

‘irgent transportation system need.
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Alignment B-1

Based on the projected usage of all the proposed East End routes, the City favors
construction of a bridge in the Near East corridor, If the DEIS Pprojected statistics prove
anything, they prove that the closer to downtown a second bridge is the more it will be used.
By the same token, the further away a second briddge is located from downtown, the less that
bridge will ease congestion, improve safety and reduce delays on the existing bridges. .

The near east bridge alignment is about equal distance to the east as the Sherman Minton
Bridge is to the west from the Kennedy Bridge. Such a bridge:

will be used more by persons within the Kentucky-Indiana area as well as for through-traffic
will better support revitalization of the downtown areas of Louisville and Jeffersonville

will still provide adequate access to the Clark Maritime Center

will better support the existing transportation system in both states,

This ali?nment, according to the DEIS, has the least impact to streams, wetlands and historic
sites. Although the highest cost and disrlacement option of all the eastern alignments and
perhaps technically ¢ allenging, this is the only route that has the potential opportunity to
smoothly integrate the interstate routes of 265, 71 and 264 for an efficient river crossing.

Alignment A-13-15

We are combining these two alignments for discussion, since insofar as the# impact the City
of Green Spring they are essentially the same. We are cognizant that theé differ as they move
closer to, and across, the Ohio River, but as to impacts to the City of Green Spring and its
residents, there is no difference between them.

Of all the far eastern options, the City strong:y favors alignments A-13-15 as the best options
for the immediate community overall, given the mitigating factors discussed below. Assuming
the alignments do not change, we have no preference between them. if there is to be a bridge
built in the east end, however, alignments A-13-15 provide the least disruption in construction;

‘e least taking of property and the least potential for pollution (noise, air and Iigh? of any
oute. This so-called trench-tunnel ali nment, with the trench beginning approximately at the
Bresent 1-71 interchange with the Snyder Freeway and gradually sloping down to tunnel under

-S. 42 and the Drumanard historic proPerty, has the potential to also minimize the visual
Bollution of this project. This is the sort of creative approach to the onerous issue of locating a

ridge in this established area that has the potential to solve many of the problems, which are
partand parcel of the other alignments.

The City believes the trench, which will reach a depth of as much as 60 feet at U.S. 42 will
ollution ‘problems, which form the basis of the

being located within the municipal boundary of our neighboring suburban City of Prospect,
which can then exercise positive zoning control.

The major mitigating element, which makes alignment A-13-15 work, is the half-diamond
interchange. Not only would a more extensive interchange at Wolf Pen Branch Road require
additional taking of property and bring noise, light and air pollution into a proposal which has
been designed "to eliminate it as much as possible, but, even if there were no services
available, it would tend to increase traffic significantly on already-overused U.S. 42 simply
because it was there. The City considers the half-diamond interchange to be an integral part of
an acceptable A-13-15 alignment.

While the effect of the road gradient and trench will help mitigate sound and light pollution, we
believe a sound wall constructed of state-of-the-art sound absorbing material should be
constructed on both sides of the trench from U.S. Highway 42 to the |-71 interchange. The wall
should be of sufficient height to deflect noise above all dwellings and should blend with the

B.89

B.74

B.23

atural surroundings by supporting the growth of ivy or other suitable plant materials and be
tensively shielded with trees and other plantings.

H.13 H.14
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Alignment A-13-15 continued

These natural sight and sound barrier concepts have been employed in other similar
transportation ﬁroiects nationallg with great success in preserving the character of the
environment. The City of Green Spring has many residences with frontal exposure to this
pr%posed alignment and natural sight and sound barriers are considered to be a reasonable
and necessary design element.

Alignment A-9

Alignment A-9 swings toward Louisville from the present Gene Snyder Freeway and is an
elevated route. Of all the proposed eastern bridge alignments, the City of Green Spring
vehemently opposes this route since it has the most severe environmental impact on the
area. According to the DEIS study, this alignment has the greatest impact to the eastern
historical districts and wetlands. Further, this elevated route is in such close proximity to
established suburban cities and neizhborhoods that it will have critical impact on the
integrity of these municipalities through actual displacements and reduced property values of
those remaining.

Basically there is no way to soundproof a bridge alignment which is “in the air”. The
structure itself could be constructed with materials_which could lessen, but not eliminate, the
noise of tires on the surface and engineers for CTS have indicated that is the extent of it.
Sound walls cannot be placed on a bridge. Neither are there any construction methods that
can prevent light pollution. Air Pollution one has to live with.

The City is also concerned because A-9 is the only far eastern alignment which does not
cross U.S. 42 within the municipal boundaries of a zoning control suburban city like
Prospect. While we support some limited access to and from U.S. 42 to the Gene Snyder
“reeway and the bridge, we are concerned as to the nature of future commercial development
in this pastoral area. g

There are simply no mitigating factors that the City could propose for this route. Alignment.
A-9 presents so many problems and is so objectionable to the City and its residents by its
sheer location and historic site impact that we are unable to define any modifications that
would make it acceptable. Moreover, there are other proposed alignments, such as A-13-15,
that can achieve the same objective with far less damaging impact to the environment.

Alignment A-2

This alignment swings to the east and away from the City of Green Spring and therefore has
minimum impact on our City. It is also the only east end alignment to have no impact to an?l
historic district and has the least encroachment on the floodplain. However, from an overall
impact to the existing community it does have some problems.

First and foremost, it tends to cut the City of Prospect in_half, which we understand is not
considered good policy in new construction projects. Further, this is also an elevated
alignment that has many of the same noise and sight problems as discussed with alignment
A-S. The route would run between and in close proximity to some of Prospect's
neighborhoods that could be significantly impacted.

Another issue is that of emergency services and how to handle incidences in the
ne::?hborhoods that are on the other side of this route from the Harrods Creek Fire Department
and other services from Louisville in the event of a serious accident or hazardous waste spill
that blocked access to U.S 42.

‘Ne’re not sure there could be any mitigating factors that could make this alignment
«cceptable to the City of Prospect. We would surmise that, from a direct suburban city impact

gerspect:ve, Prospect would oppose alignment A-2 for the very reasons that the City of Green
pring so strongly opposes alignment A-9.

nic River Bringes Proisc: DEIS

Alignment A-16

This alignment also swings to the east and away from the City of Green Spring and as a result
has minimum impact on our City.

According to the DEIS, this alignment has the highest amount of impact to wild habitat,
streams crossed and encroachment on the floodplain. While it displaces the least amount of
farmiand, it is second in impact on historic sites. i .

This alignment brings many of the same groblems of noise, air and light pollution, as does
A-2. It, also, is total K in the air (bringing the same problems as A-2), running between some
of the Prospect neighborhoods.

Since it crosses Harrods Creek three times, the attendant noise pollution traveling down the
Creek could be extreme and, we believe, the environmental impact on the Creek would be the
greatest of all the alignments. Long-term damage to the Creek could be considerable.

Additionally, the route could considerably reduce the property values in the Ken Carla
subdivision. The same would probably be true of the Woodlands condominium community,
the Harrods Landing condominium development and the Harbor, all of which would have a
“front row seat"” to bridge traffic 24 hours a day.

All the basic concerns of A-2 apply equaliy to A-16 with the exception of emergency services.

With respect to possible mitigating actions, since this route runs close to an undeveloped
hillside leading up to the Bridgepointe subdivision from The Landings subdivision, moving
the route towards Bridgepointe and placing it underground or placing sound walls on the
uphill side wouid solve some of the noise, light and ‘air poliution problems. Even with this
solution, the bridge would still be "in the air" before being buried in the hiliside and as it
crosses U.S. Highway 42.

Summary

The City of Green Sprin% is appreciative of the opportunity to make this official response to
this Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Our City has continued to be actively engaged and
committed to the process of making the best possible choices on this enormous
transportation prglject for the long-term benefit of the region both economically and
environmentally. The decision about building bridges will be our community’s legacy-Let's
ensure it's the right one.

We urge a serious and detailed reading of the findings of the DEIS by the States and Federal
Highway Officials. We believe such reading will show there is no reasonable or realistic
justification for a Far East Bridge and only slightly more justification for a near East Bridge.

Moreover, we have concluded the DEIS clearlé shows beyond doubt the only way to avoid
severe future traffic problems with the present Ohio River crossings is to build a new bridge in
the Central corridor and to completely reconstruct the Kennedy interchange in the same area.
While we have primarilz compared the effects of East End alignments with the No Build
solution, we conclude that alternative is not viable. A Central corridor bridge and rebuild of
the Kennedy interchange are, in the City's view, imperative to the future growth and
development of the region overall.

B.80
B.92




HARRODS CREEK

Fire Proctection Districe

February 7. 2002

Ohio River Bridges Project

Kentucky Transportation Cabinel

Indiana Department of Transportation
Community Transportation Solutions, [ne.

Gentlemen.

The Harrods Creek Fire Protection District (HCFPD) has been an active participant in the
Dratl Environmental Impact Study (DEIS) conducted by Community Transportation
Solutions. Inc. (CTS) and appreciate the opportunity to give input in to the project from
the emergeney services perspective. Our Distnict feels that it is important to present this
letter us an official documentation of our concerns and what our District feels would need

1o be addressed to make this project sale for our team members and our community.

I. The straightest route with the least amount of direction changes is preferable and
therefore we do not support the “B-1" alignment. The “B-17 alignment is also the
least accessible alternative with the longest response time.

. There must be full access on and off of the highway in both directions within our
District.

3. ifawnnel is included as a part of this project, that our District be directly involved in
the design phase with consideration given to ventilation. firefighting systems and run{
off containment systems.

4. There must be provisions on the bridge structure for hydrants, raffic control systems

(%]

and run-off containment.

B.84
B.88

Q.8
B.122

The HCFPD is confident that our concerns will be addressed during this process. If there
are any questions [ can be reached Monday through Friday at (502) 228-1351.

Sincerely, - e )
. “ - i ; ?‘_"/
AT

Chris Aponte, Chief
Harrods Creek Fire Protection District

Ce: File
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Mr. John Ballantyne . Frrn

Federal Highway Administration - H HFE

' ‘J
330 W. Broadway cc: John Carr — KYTC
Chavrles Raymer —~ CTS

Frankfort, K'Y 40601-1922

Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

This letter expresses our City’s opposition to proposed Alignment Bl for the Kentucky-Indiana bridge in
Eastern Jefferson County. One of our council members, Lyle Spalding, participated with the study team
by serving on the Eastern Jefferson County Area Work Group; and he and we ate in favor of an Eastern
bridge in order to fulfill the need for completing the 1265 beltway around the metropolitan area as well as a
downtown bridge.

‘When the B-1 alternative is compared with other Eastern options it is clear that the cost in dollars, in

human impact and effect on historical properties is substantially greater than any other. These are the

obvious factors upon which you and your associates will make a decision; hard facts that should cause

this alternative to be dismissed. .

Less obvious, but no less important are issues of highway safety and continuity of traffic flow. Our

_residents who commute to downtown Louisville on 171 already face traffic backups in the I1264/171 area.

The placement of bridge interchanges between that location and downtown would exacerbate this
problem. Also that placement would not provide relief to downtown or Kennedy Bridge backups because
it is too close to the downtown ares.

As to safety, we have representatives on the governing bodies of the Harrods Creek Fire Protection
District and the St. Matthew's Fire Protection District. These groups, along with the City of Louisville,
would provide emergency sexvice to that bridge. It is our feeling that the B-1 interchange configuration and
its relative inaccessibility to emergency vehicles would make it a very unsafe location; more unsafe than
the present 1264-171 junction which is notoriously bad.

We believe that the preferred route across the Ohio River should be the most feasible direct connection of
1265 on both the Kentucky and Indiana sides of the river; muost likely Alternative A-13. A connection
wl:uch is less expensive and with substantially less adverse human and hlstoncal impact than Alternative

y yours
. o

Thomas O. Eifler, Sr
Mayor
c¢ Indian Hills City Council Members

F_-L_.
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My name is Mark Adams. I am County Engineer for Jefferson County.
I have been involved in the bridge study process for 12 years and I have
participated in most of the previous studies.

I have reviewed the Draft-EIS Document and would like to commend
the two states and CTS consultants on an outstanding document.

From my perspective, the EIS thoroughly justifies the construction of
the two-bridge solution. B.46

The 2-Bridge Solution is justified and evident based on safety, bridge
capacity, air quality, reduction in vehicle miles traveled, future regional

growth and the list goes on.

So, what I would like to focus on tonight is making sure we build these
two bridges in the right location.

In the East End, the least disruptive, safest and most community

friendly alternative is A13/%8. This alignment is the center alternative, B.25
it requires a tunnel and lowers the existing Snyder Freeway next to
Green Springs, Bridgepoint and Wolf Pen Branch. It is without
question the most desirable route of all possibilities in Eastern Jefferson

County.

I would also like to comment on the Downtown issues. From an
Engineering perspective, I also believe the relocated Spaghetti Junction
option should be selected.

B.26
By relocating the junction, we again have the safest design, best ramp
configuration, easiest to construct and most environmentally sensible
alternative.
I make this recommendation based on one very important stipulation — R.18

The Butchertown Neighborhood needs to be pmtected with noise walls

under this scenario.

In summary, we have been studying these bridge locations for over a
decade. The community has been through a lot and if we make the
right decision to build two bridges in the right locations, then-tHE all the
years of study will have been worth the time and effort.  Thank You
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Jefferson County Public Works
Jefferson County, Kentucky

February 25, 2002

ce: John Carr — KYTC

Mr. John Ballan
e Charles Raymer - CTs

Federal Highway Administration
John C. Watts Federal Building
330 West Broadway

Frankfort, KY 40601-1922

RE: OHIO RIVER BRIDGES: DRAFT - EIS
Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

This letter is written as a follow-up to a meeting conducted by CTS last week with the Butchertown
Neighborhood. The focus of our discussion pertained to a new I-71 Interchange at Frankfort
Avenue/Chio Street and the extension of Witherspoon Drive to this interchange.

|nmwmwmmmmmmmmmmmcemam
is essential. Asamwmwmmmmmmkam B.19

Spaghetti Junction is rebuilt B.41
The Butchertown Neighborhood has many important concems. By effectively using the Section | B.42
106 process, all or most of these issues should be mitigated. The dialogue with the Consultants,
Butchertown, City and County has been very productive to date and should be continued.

The CTS consultants have been very helpful in analyzing this proposal and | would like

to
commend them on their review and evaluation. | look forward to further discussions of the
Frankfort Avenue/Ohio Street interchange and extension of the Witherspoon Drive during the
Section 106 Process.

Sincerely,

MASdd

c Anne M. Northup, Congressional House Representative
Rebecca Jackson, County Judge/Executive
Jose M. Sepulveda, Federal Highway Administrator
James C. Codell, lll, Secretary Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Cnarieﬁuymer Project Manager, CTS
Public Wi

531 Court Place, Suite 401+ Louisville, KY 40202-3391 - (502) 574-5810 - Fax (502) 574-5924 - Engineering Section Fax (502) 574-6895
An Equal Opportunity Employer
“The Journey To Our Future Begins Today.”




My name is Mark Adams. 1am County Engineer for Jefferson County.
I have been involved in the bridge study process for 12 years and I have
participated in most of the previous studies.

I have reviewed the Draft-EIS Document and would like to commend
the two states and CTS consultants on an outstanding document.

From my perspective, the EIS thoroughly justifies the construction of
the two-bridge solution.

The 2-Bridge Solution is justified and evident based on safety, bridge
capacity, air quality, reduction in vehicle miles traveled, future regional
growth and the list goes on.

So, what I would like to focus on tonight is making sure we build these
two bridges in the right location.

In the East End, the least disruptive, safest and most community
friendly alternative is A13. This alignment is the center alternative, it
requires a tunnel and lowers the existing Snyder Freeway next to Green
Springs, Bridgepoint and Wolf Pen Branch. It is without question the
most desirable route of all possibilities in Eastern Jefferson County.

I would also like to comment on the Downtown issues. From an
Engineering perspective, I also believe C1 and the relocated Spaghetti
Junction option should be selected.

By relocating the junction, we again have the safest design, best ramp
configuration, easiest to construct and most environmentally sensible
alternative.

I make this recommendation based on one very important stipulation —
The Butchertown Neighborhood needs to be protected with noise walls
under this scenario.

In summary, we have been studying these bridge locations for over a
decade. The community has been through a lot and if we make the
right decision to build two bridges in the right locations, then all the
years of study will have been worth the time and effort. Thank You



James C. Adkins

Mark W. Adams, P.E.
County Engineer

7 gias)
Jefferson County Public Works * T e

Jefferson County, Kentucky

Rebeeca Jackson . Arm e ooaaa
County Judge, Executive ' . !

Director

December 14, 2001

Mr. John Ballantyne

Federal Highway Administration
John C. Watts Federal Building
330 West Broadway

Frankfort, KY 40601-111922

RE: DRAFT: Environmental Impact Statement Ohio River Bridges
Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

This office has received a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), and
| have spent the past several weeks reviewing this document. From my analysis, | do
not think there is any question about the need and the justification for a two-bridge
solution. In addition, | do not think there is any option, but to proceed with alignment A-
13 in eastern Jefferson County and alignment C-~1 in downtown Louisville.

The most suitable eastern route, the least disruptive, most environmentally compatible,
and most acceptable alternative to the community is the A-13 eastern alignment. The
positive aspects of this alternate are numerous and some of the most obvious benefits

B.25

are as follows:

« Safest Design - Routes A-2, A-9, A-16, and B-1 all introduce curves, which meet
Federal Highway Standards, but are less than desirable from a highway geometric
perspective.

* Least Disruptive to the Community - The shortest and most direct route is A-13.
From the Ohio River to the tunnel this route is only 6,000 ft. long or 1.1 mile. This

compares very favorably when reviewed against routes A-2 and A-16, which are
both three miles from the Ohio River to the Snyder; and A-8, which is two miles from
the Ohic River to the Snyder. On a comparative basis, the actual impast of A-13

B.74

stops at the tunnel because existing KY-841 will be utilized for the remaining length,
and the roadway will have a depressed section. This section of pavement also
remains in place for all other alternates.

531 Court Place, Suite 401 - Louisville, KY 40202-3391 - (502) 574-5810- Fax (502) 574-5924 - Engineering Section Fax (502} 574-6895

An Equel Opportunity Employer —
“The Journey To Our Future Begins Today.”

=g

John Ballantyne
Page -2-

Most Desirable Interchange Access — The City of Prospect has expressed a desire
to maintain the current interstate access. From a review of all alternatives the only
route which meets this objective is the A-13 / A-15 alignment. We should accept the
request from the local residents since they are insistent on this partial interchange.

Highest Aesthetic Quality -The tunnel design under US-42 and the Drumanard Tract
will allow the rural character along US-42 to remain the same. This alternate should
also include a permanent easement above the tunnel, in order to protect this land
forever. All to often good intentions are lost when property ownership changes, or
the property is subdivided as an estate settlement.

ial Noi itigati - Route A-13 allows for existing KY-841 to be
rebuilt as a depressed highway similar in character to the |1-84 segment through
Seneca Park and Cherokee Park. This depressed section will reduce the noise
levels and improve the visual effects for residents living in Bridgepoint Subdivision,
Wolf Pen Estates, City of Green Springs, Wolf Creek Subdivision, and everyone
traveling on US-42.

Consistent with Previous Cormidor Studies - For the past 30 years, all previous
transportation planning had projected the Snyder Freeway to be extended from
where it now ends at US-42. All recent developments approvals have proceeded
with the assumption that eventually the Snyder Freeway would be completed from
US-42 to 1-265 in Southemn Indiana.

mmunity Consensus ision - From July 1, 1895 until November 18, 1996, the
Ohio River Major Investment Study (ORMIS) was conducted. This study was
required by the Federal Highway Administration and was the first time community
consensus was obtained on the solution for the cross-river travel issues. This
monumental achievement occurred after 18 months of exhaustive debate and
evaluation. The final recommendation of ORMIS was a two-bridge solution; one-
bridge upstream from the Kennedy, and one-bridge in the central corridor of eastern
Jefferson County (A-13 or A-15). From all the comments | have heard during the
EIS, community consensus still exists for the two-bridge solution in the same
corridors.

B.23

B.25
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John Ballantyne
Page -3-

The analysis above summarizes the basis for why the A-13 altenate should be
selected. This summary does not address why the B-1 alignment should be discarded.
The B-1 option was originally created as a part of ORMIS in an attempt to find an
alternate solution, which avoided building two new bridges. From early analysis it
became apparent that this option would not address the concems listed in the purpose
and need document.

In addition, this alignment would divert significant truck volumes and other traffic into an
already congested area of intestate-64 from the Watterson Expressway to the Snyder,
and to the Watterson Expressway from i-64 to I-71. This altemate would be the
beginning of another Spaghetti Junction at confluence of I-265/1-264/1-71. Today, traffic
already backs up from downtown to this area on a regular basis, and B-1 could even
cause new problems from a congestion and air quality perspective that does not exist
today.

The studies on the cross-river travel issues have been exhaustive and comprehensive.
This community is ready to proceed with the solution that addresses the majority of
concerns. | know that no matter which routes are selected somebody will be affected.
We piace our trust in the process, with hopes the best decision for all will be made.

Sincerely,

Yok () (Ko

Mark W. Adams, P. E.
County Engineer

c Anne M. Northup, Congressional House Representative
Rebecca Jackson, County Judge/Executive
Jose M. Sepulveda, Federal Highway Administrator
James C. Codell, lll, Secretary Kentucky Transportation Cabinet
Charlie Raymer, Project Manager, CTS
Jim Adkins, Director of Public Works

B.27
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Planning and Development Services

Jefferson County, Kentucky
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Rebecca Jackson FEB 2 5 2002
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February 20, 2002 oA

ADA
Mr. John Ballantyne HEA
Federal Highway Administration HPD
John C. Watts Federal Building PE
330 W. Broadway i cc: John Car— KYTC —

Frankfort, KY 40601-1922

Subject:  Louisville Bridges Draft Envi 1 Impact St t
Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

As the Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator for the region that includes Jefferson
and Oldham Counties in Kentucky and Clark and Floyd Counties in Indiana, I would like

to make comments on the Louisville Bridges Draft Environment 1| Imc_t S
The Statement does not adequately address the dation of bicyclists and
pedestrians in the Bridges Project.

The only way for bicyclists and pedestrians to cross the Ohio Ri\:'cr at this Lir_m 15
the Second Street, or Clark Memorial, Bridge. This is also the only non-interstate !mdge
available to motor vehicle traffic in the region. It carries a great deal of motor vehicle

*~— Charles Raymer — CTS-J

traffic at high speeds, giving it very low feasibility for bicyclists. 'l'he narrow travel 1alnes B.2
offer little hope of reconfiguration for striping a bicycle lane or making other substantial

changes to improve its feasibility for cyclists. It is not ADA compliant for pedestrians.
The Statement mentions the “addition of a pedestrian/bicycle lane™ for this bridge,lbul
does not explain what that means or how that would be achieved. Acceptable details
would need to be included in the final statement in order for that bridge to become an
adequate option for bicyclists and pedestrians crossing the Ohio River in the downtown
Louisville area.

There is also mention in the Statement of the Big Four Bridge. This bridge is )
privately owned and no longer has access from the ground. There has been no substantial
progress in the attempts of local governments to obtain ownership of the bridge.
Therefore, the final statement would need to provide acceptable details onlhow they plan
to make the Big Four Bridge a viable alternative for bicyclists and pedestrians.

There are laws, policies and guidelines that should be applied to this p_mjoct that

are not adeq y 1in the S They are found in the K ..
Regional Planning and Development Agency's Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan B.1
(available from Kentuckiana Regional Planning and Develor Agency and re_fef'rpd_ to

as “the Regional BP Plan”), Design Guidance, a US DOT Policy Statement on
Integrating Bicycling and Walking into Transportation Infrastructure (available at
hitp://www fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/Design htm and referred to as “the US |

531 Court Place, Suite 900 - Louisville, Kentucky 402023396 - (502) 5746230 - Fax (502) 574-8129
An Equal Opportunity Employer
“The Journey To Our Future Begins Today.”

DOT Policy™) and FHWA Guidance, Bicycle and Pedestrian Provisions of Federal
Transportation Legislation (referred to as “FHWA Legislation Guide” and available at
httpi/fwww fhwa.dot.govienvironment/bikeped/BP-Guid.htm ).

The Regional BP Plan makes two relevant and lling policy
The plan states on page 53; “Bicycle and pedestrian facilities should be included where
appropriate in all transportation improvement projects unless deemed infeasible due to
steep terrain, prohibitive cost and/or insufficient need.” The Bridges Project will have to
show that one of these exceptions applies to their project, but they have not done so. The
plan also states on page 56; “Plans and design phases for all bridge, overpass, and
underpass construction, replacement, or improvement should provide for the safe
accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians.” This statement is directly relevant to this
Bridges Project and offers no exceptions.

The US DOT Policy states; “Bicycle and pedestrian ways shall be established in
new ion and ion proj: in all urbanized areas unless one or more of
the three conditions are met.” (page 4) These exceptions are an absence of need, the cost
would be more than 20% of the total project cost, and the fact that bicyclists and
pedestrians are prohibited by law from the roadway. The first two exceptions cannot
apply. 1f the third ption applies the policy i “In this i a greater
effort may be necessary to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians elsewhere within the
right of way or within the same transportation corridor.” (page 4) Therefore to use this
exception, the project would have to do more than they have to-date to ensure adequate
travel for bicyclists and pedestrians in the corridors where any new bridges are
constructed. In light of their estimate that the addition of bicycle and pedestrian
accommodation in the proposed bridges would cost only one to two percent of the total
project cost, accommaodating these modes of travel on any new bridges in this project is
likely to be the only feasible alternative, :

The FHWA Legislation Guide provides interpretation of statements in ISTEA
and TEA-21 legislation. This Guide states (page 2):

“Congress clearly intends for bicyclists and pedestrians to have safe, convenient access
to the transportation systemn and sees every P ion imp as an opp ity
to enhance the safery and convenience of the two modes. ‘Due consideration® of bicycle
and pedestrian needs should include, at a minimum, a presumption that bicyclists and
pedestrians will be accommodated in the design of new and improved transportation
facilities.”

There is no evidence that the Bridges Project has given due consideration to
bicyclists and pedestrians. 1 offer my assi in accumulating infc ion on how
other areas have dealt with bicyclists and pedestrians on interstate bridge projects. There
are options that allow separate access and separated travel areas for the bicyclists and
pedestrians from the motor vehicle traffic on the interstate. In fact, there isa It

B.1

B.3

B.3

B.1

firm that I would recommend that has expertise in all areas of bicycle and pedestrian
travel, including their dation on bridges. Mia Birk is a consultant at Alta
Transportation Consulting, Inc. located at 144 NE 28® Avenue, Portland, OR 97232
(phone 503.230.9862) and has years of experience with these issues.

The Bridges Project must be required to give due consideration to the travel of
bicyclists and pedestrians across the Ohio River in our region. Thank you for the



Mercury
B.1


opportunity to comment on such an important issue to bicycle and pedestrian travel in our
region.

Respectfully Submitted,

Sheila Andersen,
Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator
Suite 803

502.574.5157

sandersen@co jefferson ky.us
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Federal Highway Administration } 1 H
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» ST 7" ec: John Carr —KYTC

Frankfort, KY 40601-1922 ! Charies Raymer CTS~

Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

1 am writing to voice my strong support for the construction of two bridges—one downtown and one in the
east—linking Louisville with Southern Indiana. Rather than reiterate the numerous arguments that have
already been made for this vital project, I would like to emumerate three ways in which the lack of these
bridges—and the resultant traffic congestion—is hampering the work of the Jefferson County Public Schools.

First, consider the fact that our school district is one of the largest employers in the metropolitan area, with
more than 13,000 employees on our payroll. A sizeable number of these employees live in Indiana or must
traverse Spaghetti Junction on a daily basis. In too many instances, these employees are unavoidably late to
work because they were caught in traffic tie-ups in the downtown area. Keep in mind that every time a
teacher is late, we are faced with 20 or 25 students who need on-the-spot supervision and who miss out on
the instruction they were entitled to receive from that teacher. Every time a bus driver is detained in traffic,
not only are children late to school, but many parents are late to work because they can’t leave their children
waiting at the bus stop unsupervised. So there is a ricochet effect throughout the work force. The awareness
of these likely traffic problems also has a negative impact on our ability to recruit new employees from the
affected areas.

Second, many of our teachers take—or would like to take—classes at Indiana University Southeast or at
downtown colleges. The traffic congestion in Spaghetti Junction makes it very difficult for them to get from
their teaching assignments throughout Jefferson County to late afternoon classes at the colleges. So some
teachers just abandon the idea of taking classes that would improve their job skills, hoping that community
leaders will eventually solve the transportation problems. Other teachers tackle the downtown “highway
gauntlet,” even though traffic congestion makes them late for class. If they then need to return to their school
for an evening PTA meeting or science fair, they are forced to repeat the process in reverse. Understandably,
such commuter hassles are not conducive to learning or to parent-teacher communication.

Finally, we have taken some initial steps with school districts in Southern Indiana with regard to opening
some specialized classes to each other’s students. For example, students from Clark County or Floyd County
might attend aviation or ROTC classes at Shawnee High School Magnet Career Academy in Louisville.
However, the time constraints of students’ daily schedules and bus routes allow for little slippage; if students
from Indiana were trapped in traffic in Spaghetti Junction, they would either miss their class or miss their
bus, and neither option is acceptable. So the lack of adequate transportation facilities is limiting the
educational alternatives of young people who constitute our future work force.

On behalf of our employees and students, I strongly support Two Bridges for One Community and the
untangling of Spaghetti Junction. Don’t keep another generation sitting in traffic as the rest of the world
makes progress.

Sincerely,

e vacline,

Stephen Daeschner
Superintendent

SD3b
www jefferson.k12.ky.us
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Testimony of Commissioner Darryl T. Owens (Draft)
On The Ohio River Bridges Project
Kentucky Convention Center
February 7, 2002
I am Commissioner Darryl T. Owens, one of three members of the Jefferson
County Fiscal Court. My district covers West Louisville and much of Southwest

Jefferson County. District C is home to the great majority of African American families

in the region.

1 am not here tonight to express either support for of opposition to the proposed
Downtown and East End bridges. 1 am here to express my grave concern about the

potential impact of these proposals, particularly the East End Bridge, on my constituents.

Your own guidelines state that “projects may have social consequences to
communities well beyond the immediate geographic area,” that “secondary and
cumulative impacts” need to be considered, and that the economic analysis should
address such issues as what are the effects of such projects on changes in property values,

changes in local government tax bases, and changes in business activity.

Does the Environmental Impact Statement address the impact of the bridges on
the value of my constituents’ homes in West Louisville and Southwest Jefferson County?

No! Not one word.

Does the Environmental Impact Statement address the impact of the bridges on
the annual tax base of our local government that will serve West Louisville and

Southwest Jefferson County? No!

Does the Environmental Impact Statement address the impact of the bridges on E.8
business activity in West Louisville and Southwest Jefferson County? Well, sortof. It

says that spending $1.5 billion of taxpayer money will leave the so-called “job deficit” in

West Jefferson County unchanged and will make the “job deficit” in Southeast Jefferson

County worse!

After spending three years and $22 million of our tax dollars, your Environmental

Impact Statement is a grossly inadequate response to the concerns of my constituents.

E.2
In simplest terms, my constituents live west and southwest. Most African
Americans that are moving out of the traditional black neighborhoods in West Louisville

are moving south and southwest. Yet these bridges, particularly the East End Bridge,
will move future job growth north and northeast. How can my constituents benefit from

a 51.5 billion plan that moves jobs farther away from them?

You argue that it will be better for my constituents to have many future jobs

E.1

located about 10 miles away (and across a river) in Clark County than supposedly 12-15

miles away (and down a highway) in Oldham County, with no bus service to either

location.

I'll tell you what's better. Let’s have most of that job growth occur in central,
west, and southwest Jefferson County. Most of that job growth won’t be big new
factories and warehouses that do require a lot of land nowadays. Most new jobs will be
office jobs where the core community can be competitive as a business location if our
federal, state, and local governments stop promoting abandonment of the geographic core

of our community and subsidizing suburban spraw! with tax breaks and new bridges.



The federal government should step back, analyze honestly and fully the impact
of these proposals, and come forward with a plan that will truly help the residents of

West Louisville and Southwest Jefferson County.

If that plan truly is to build these two bridges, particularly the East End Bridge, so
be it. But you haven't begun to make a credible case or to involve my constituents in an

open, informed, and honest dialogue about the impact, on them, of this proposal.



D.8
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DARRYL T. OWENS
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY COMMISSIONER, “C* DISTRICT
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Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

As one of three members of the Jefferson County Fiscal Court, I want to express my
mmumwdwmwwmmm)ﬁu
the Louisville Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project.

My district covers West Louisville and much of South County. District C is home to many
families of low and modest incomes and to the great majority of African American families in
the region.

Your agency’s guidelines state that “projects may have social consequences to communities well
beyond the immediate geographic area,” that “secondary and cumulative impacts” need to be
considered, and that the economic analysis should address such issues as what are the effects of
md:memmuhmmmmuﬁ,chmgumlmdmmmmw
in business activity.

The DEIS fails that test.

D.26

¢ The DEIS does not address the impact of the bridges on the value of my constituents’
homes in West Louisville and South County.

* The DEIS does not address the impect of the bridges on the annual tax base of the local
government that will serve West Louisville and South County.

E.8

. mnﬂsmmmywﬂm«wmﬁﬁemmmm@mwa
Louisville and South County. It estimates that spending $1.5 billion of taxpayer money
will leave the so-called “job deficit” in West Louisville unchanged and will make the
“job deficit” in Southeast Jefferson County worse!

E-mail: dowens@co jefferson. ky.us

My constituents live west and south. Most African Americans that are moving out of the
traditional black ncighborhoods in West Lonisville are moving south and southwest. Yet these
bridges, particularly the East End Bridge, will move future job growth north and northeast. How
can my constituents benefit from a $1.5 billion plan that moves jobs farther away from them?

E.2

The DEIS responds that it will be better for my constituents to have many fiture jobs located
about 10 miles away (and across a river) in Clark County than supposedly 12-15 miles away (and
down a highway) in Oldham County . . . with no bus service to either location.

If this issue were not so serious, I would say that that argument could not even pass the straight

E.l1

face test.

Over past decades, many federal, state, and local policies have systematically promo
disinvestment of the urban core and systematically subsidized suburban epuvduuthmxbtuh

and new highways and bridges.

The Federal Highway Administration should reject the DEIS as gravely deficient and engage in a
comprehensive, informed, and candid discussion of the impact of these proposals upon the
residents of West Louisville and South County.

Sineerely,

- Darryl T.

Jefferson Commissioner
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PUBLIC HEARING
BRIDGES
FEBRUARY 6, 2002

| welcome the opportunity to comment on this important project
today.

As we move forward, we need to focus on options that will allow for
the growth of our community. Everyone here should realize that the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement confirms that constructing two new
bridges and reconstructing Spaghetti Junction are necessary to meet this
region's present and future transportation needs.

In fact, every scenario analyzed in this Report includes the re-
construction of Spaghetti Junction. As most of you know, the traffic
problems and numerous safety issues associated with that tangle of
interstates has plagued our city for decades.

As we set about the task of fixing our transportation problems, we
need to find a solution that corrects the problems we have today as well
as those that we anticipate in the future.

Focusing on the downtown bridge, the best option is the upstream
bridge parallel to the Kennedy (or C-1) option. It will have less impact
on residential and commercial properties and will not negatively impact
Waterfront Park or Slugger Field.

The other two downtown bridge options would have a greater
negative impact on the community and would not effectively address
traffic congestion.

However, when you focus on what is best for all of Greater
Louisville, there are three (3) core facets that must be part of our plan.

*  We must commit to building a Downtown bridge.
*  We must commit to building an East End bridge.

* And we must commit to the reconstruction of Spaghetti
Junction.

That threefold plan is crucial to correcting the traffic congestion that
threatens to stymie our community’s growth.

Thank you.



DAVID L. ARMSTRONG
MAYOR

N

City of Louisville Louisville
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR et
601 W. Jefferson Street - Louisville,KY 40202-2728 ‘
{502) 574-30861 - Fax (602) 574-4201 .
TDD (502) 574-4091

www.louky.org

RECE!VED

FEB 2 6 2002
February 25, 2002
T0
Mr. John Ballantyne HDA
Federal Highway Administration ADA
John C. Watts Federal Building HFA
330 West Broadway HPD

{ H™ " c. John Carr —KYTC

Frankfort, KY 40601-1922 o caymer~CTS ]

Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Ohio River Bridges Project. Our three main comments document are:

B.26

1) The City of Louisville supports a two-bridge alternative with reconstruction of the
Kennedy Interchange (Spaghetti Junction);
The analysis developed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) confirms
the recommendations of the ORMIS committee- that the construction of two new bridges
and reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange are needed to provide for this
community’s transportation needs in the future.

2) The Kennedy Interchange reconstruction has significant implications for the
economic vitality of Downtown Louisville and should be completed as soon as
possible;

It is also clear that no new bridge, by itself, can alleviate the existing and future problems
that exist or will exist within the Kennedy Interchange (Spaghetti Junction). Only a full
reconstruction of the Interchange, with a new bridge parallel to the Kennedy will resolve
the congestion, safety and operational probiems that plague the thousands of motorists
who use this area daily. This includes motorists from Indiana and all points of Jefferson
County, who commute to downtown Louisville, the hub of employment in the region.

All land use plans, socioeconomic forecasts and other data support the fact that
downtown Louisville will continue to attract the highest number of new jobs, thereby
increasing the trips into downtown. Improving access to those jobs by resolving
congestion at Spaghetti Junction is critical to the economic vitality of this region.

Louisvﬁle: ﬂg /o/we to live, work and /o/o)'.

Mr. John Ballantyne
February 25. 2002

Page 2
3) The DEIS should include an analysis of the traffic and congestion impacts at the C 1 0
Kennedy Interchange during the interim years while the full bridges project is bein,
completed. )

The City of Louisville requests that the FEIS include a traffic data analysis for one or
more interim years before the project is fully built. We are concerned about the potential
impact on the economic vitality of Downtown Louisville if traffic congestion is not
resolved as soon as possible at the Kennedy Interchange.

CONCERNS AND REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Given the enormous time and effort that has been put forth to date, the following
concemns and requests for additional information are offered as a means to strengthen the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. While additional information is requested, please note that we
believe such information can be added with minimal effort and resources. Minor gaps exist and
need to be addressed to insure that the document is both sufficient and provides decision makers
with adequate tools to move the project forward as a whole.

Kennedy Interchange Reconstruction
The FEIS should document the impacts of the uction of the Kennedy Interchang B.30
separately from other Alternatives. It currently includes the K dy I hange as an el

in all alternatives prior to their evaluation (with the exception of Environmental Impacts and
Cost Estimates). While we agree that the uction of the I hange is critical and is the
only option that will resolve the geometric problems there, we feel that the impact of this
reconstruction to traffic operations should be analyzed and reported separately from all bridge

options. First, this will allow the public to better understand how each Alternative imy the
transportation network. Secondly, this information will be useful when considering future
construction phasing options.

The DEIS reports two options for the Kennedy Interchange reconstruction (south rebuild and in- B.31
place rebuild), but there are really 6 options. These are the south and in-place option for C-1, C- :
2 or any Eastern Bridge, and C-3. Based on conversations with Community Transportation
Solutions staff, there are some distinct differences between these options. This includes
differences between the South and In-place Rebuild, as well as the South Rebuild for each bridge|
Alternate. While the preliminary engineering may not be complete at this stage, there is
sufficient data to allow an outline of these differences to be added to the Final Environmental
Impact Statement. In addition, there should be a discussion of the different dmgl cnlena used in|

the analysis. These design differences can play a major role in the final decisi king
process.

Interim Year Traffic Data
Traffic data should be provided for an interim year or years (e.g., 2010 and/or 2015), showing C.10
the effects of having various Altematives in place. This data is needed to better inform the
community about what will happen to the portation network prior to any full build out in
2025, when all selected elements are in place. Should the Two Bridge/Kennedy Interchange
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Alternate be chosen, it is important to understand how traffic will be affected by different
construction phasing options.

Summary Reports

The Summary Reports on Pages S-9, S-10 and S-11 are important tools for the general public to
quickly compare each Alternative’s impacts. In fact, these charts might well be the only portion
of the DEIS that many people review. However, as written, they often do not include critical
information and sometimes do not accurately reflect the base data. In order to make clear how
each Alternative impacts traffic operations, construction costs, and environmental issues, the
City believes these Tables should be revised or expanded as follows.

Table S.2-1: Measures of Effectiveness Summary. The Kennedy Interchange Alternative
should be separated from each One Bridge option to make clear how the individual alternatives
impact various traffic measures. As currently written, this Table does not mention that the
Kennedy Interchange reconstruction is included in all Alternatives. This Table should include
measurements of how each Alternative impacts the Kennedy Interchange operation. Congestion
within the Interchange is a critical element of the Purpose and Need section, and the effects to
Level of Service or average speeds should be shown on this summary Table. All information
within this Table should be developed for some interim year or years showing impact for each
Alternative. This will provide information on what will happen under various construction
phasing scenarios.

Table S.2-2: Capital Cost Estimates of Bridge/Highway Alternatives. This Table should
separate the bridge costs for Alternates C-1, C-2, and C-3 as is done with all other options. The
column headings under Kentucky Costs should be broken down as “Bridge” and “Kennedy
Interchange”. We also question the major difference in costs between the In-Place and South
Reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange. It is not clear why the South Reconstruction
Alternative is so much more expensive than the In-place option for both construction and
engineering. Has the cost for Maintenance of Traffic been included in both of these estimates?
The South Rebuild cost issue is also addressed under the Butchertown section of our comments.

Table S.3-1: Environmental Impacts. This Table shows the total number of residential
displacements for the C-1 Alternative to be 115. We question the accuracy of this number, and
request that it be reviewed. Under discussion of the C-3 Alternative, it clearly states that its 160
residential displacements all come from a multi-family residential complex (The Harbors
Condominiums). A review of the C-1 and C-3 alignments show that the right of way and disturb
limits are similar to the north of 6™ Street. Therefore, all 115 residential displacements must
come between the River and 6" Street. Given that much of this area is commercial in nature,
115 residential displacements in this area are unlikely.

Socio-Economic Data

Another concern is how the socioeconomic data was developed for use in the Travel Demand
model. While it is clear that the “No Action” travel demand baseline was modeled assuming no
new bridges or Kennedy Interchange; it appears that the updated 2025 socioeconomic forecasts

Mr. John Ballantyne
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used in the Travel model were generated assuming that two new bridges and a reconstructed
Kennedy Interchange were in place. The al Chalabi Group’s “The Socio-Economic,
Development and Accessibility Impacts of No-Build and Bridge Build Alternatives for the Ohio
River Bridges Project” assumed the region’s growth would be accommodated by this new
construction and therefore included them when determining their socioeconomic forecasts.
Doesn’t this assumption encourage a redistribution of households and jobs to more outlying
zones in the network, and provide a given that the two bridge solution will show greater benefits
to this outlying development?

Purpose and Need

The Purpose and Need section raises a number of concerns relative to what appear to be editorial
comments and speculation not based on facts or supported by data within the report. For
example, there are a number of instances where phrases such as “particularly in the eastern
portion of Jefferson County” or “many travelers incur additional travel time” are used. This
Purpose and Need Statement should strive to remain factual so that the Alternatives within the
DEIS and their effectiveness can relate back to the Purpose and Need in a meaningful way.

2.2.2: Population and Employment Growth and Land Use Plans. This section makes a
statement, relevant to both sides of the River, that the DEIS does not address in its analysis. The
section states that land use plans in both Jefferson and Clark Counties have indicated a desire to
slow or reverse the rate of population decline in the downtown areas. The City of Louisville and
other cities have made a concerted effort in recent years to reverse this trend and numerous
successful redevelopment projects have shown the demand for downtown residential living to be
strong. In fact, a number of new projects are now underway that will substantially increase the
number of residential units. This land use issue is critical to the health and vitality of the region
and appears to be ignored in the balance of the DEIS. The effects of all Alternatives on
downtown revitalization efforts should be evaluated.

2.2.3: Traffic Capacity and Congestion, focuses much of its attention on the lack of additional
river crossings as the cause of congestion on the Kennedy Bridge and in the Interchange. It is
clear from the data that while additional bridges will allow the diversion of some percentage of
traffic from the Interchange area, it does not begin to resolve the capacity problems there. In
fact, without reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange to correct the poor geometrics, no bridge|
by itself begins to respond to the complex problems within the Interchange. The discussion on
this important issue should begin with a focus on the Interchange and how poor geometric and
high traffic volumes will require reconstruction regardless of what other construction is
considered. The Interchange Weekday Operations data in Table 2.2-3 is critical information that
should be expanded to show what happens in the Interchange in interim years if reconstruction is
not addressed quickly.

In the Conclusion section, it correctly states that improvements to the transportation
system in the downtown area may affect the need for, and performance of, any highway
improvements in the eastern part of the metropolitan area, and vice versa. This reinforces the
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need to show each Alternative and its impacts individually, including the Kennedy Interchange
reconstruction, so that it is clear how each Alternative impacts traffic operations.

Section 3.3 discusses Step | Screening for various options, including TSM Alternatives. In the
discussion of Reversible Lanes on bridges, it is stated that they have a fatal flaw because of
narrow lane widths and operational constraints on the bridges. However, when evaluating the C-
2 Alternative under Step 2 Screening, it includes a reversible lane on the Kennedy Bridge. We
agree that trying to provide a reversible lane on an Interstate Bridge is not feasible. It is
inconsistent that the report identifies reversible lanes as a fatal flaw and then includes them as an
integral part of another Altemative. Since this is not an option, the C-2 Alternative should be
analyzed without this element and its results reported accurately.

In the Step 1 Sci ing for the K dy Interchange, it describes how it only partially
addresses purpose and need, and as such is not a *Stand Alone” project. However, when
evaluating the Bridge Altematives, even though they only partially address purpose and need, it
does not mention that they also are not “Stand Alone” projects. This is due to the fact that the
DEIS is no longer screening individual Alternatives, but including the Kennedy Interchange
reconstruction with each Bridge Alternative. The fact that no bridge can “Stand Alone™ and
adequately respond to the issues raised in the Purpose and Need section, needs to be clearly
reported. This region must understand that building any single bridge and then waiting to assess
its effects before we decide on additional construction is not a viable option. Furthermore, while
the addition of the Kennedy Interchange reconstruction to all Bridge Alternatives attests to the
fact that it is the only element that responds to a major elements of the Purpose and Need, it does
not provide an accurate review of the individual Bridge's impact to the Purpose and Need. We
feel it is imperative that the K dy Interchange reconstruction and each Bridge Alternative and
its impacts be reported separately in the Measures of Effectiveness.

The remaining Step 1 analysis of the Bridge/Highway Alternatives continues to differ
from the analysis done for the Kennedy and should be changed so that the analysis of each
Alternative is consistent. The analysis of the Alternatives against the four factors is less
objective and more general in nature. In addition, the Alternatives aren’t evaluated
individually, they are all written up in the same narrative, and the discussion often simply
compares how their impact relates to each other. For example, it states that the Kennedy
Interchange impact to Population and Employment is “not substantial”. However, when
describing the impacts from the Bridge Alternatives, it simply states that the East Bridges and
Downtown Bridge would be “more effective” than an Oldham County or West End Bridge.
More specific descriptions on how each relates to the Purpose and Need factors should be
included.

One of the factors that continues to be reported in a very one-sided manner in this
document is the Consistency with Local Transportation Plans. It states very strongly that only
the East or Near East bridges would complete the ci fe ial highway system. This is often
followed (at times in parentheses), as an afterthought and hardly worthy of mention, that only the
do bridge meets the element that calls for a new bridge in that location.

Mr. John Ballantyne
February 25, 2002
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A
Table 3.3-1, Results of Step 1 Screening shows results that are not substantiated. This includ
the measures identified for the Far East, Near East, Downtown and Kennedy Interchange B.35

Alternatives for Population and Employment, Traffic Congestion, and Traffic Safety. The
downtown Bridge and Kennedy Interchange receive only Medium marks for population,
employment and traffic congestion This isn’t suk iated, and it could be argued
that the Downtown and K dy 1 hange Alt ives should receive the higher measures
for both. Additionally the Kennedy Interchange and Kennedy Bridge Alternatives receive only
Medium marks for their ability to respond to Traffic Safety. Since the Traffic Safety issue deals
directly with these two facility’s geometric problems, it would seem reasonable that they would

be rated High in this category. This Table’s measures do not appear to reflect the si

In the Step 2 Screening write up on the Downtown Corridor, there is mention of concern
about whether the C-1 Alternative impacts the Clark Memorial Hospital. It appears from the
graphics that all Downtown Alternates, including C-2, have similar alignments and vicinity
impacts near the Hospital. Are there any impacts other than what would be realized by the
current [-65 project there? This concern needs to be clearly answered.

B.36

Tables 3.6-1 through 3.6-3: Kennedy Interchange Density Maps. The utility of these maps
are very poor. The line weights are too light to provide any meaningful review of the data. Thq
maps should be redrawn to better show the impacts.

B.37

Table 3.6-4: Kennedy Interchange Area Weekday Operations. This Table contains very
important data, yet is inaccurately portrayed in the write-up. The data clearly shows the vast
superiority of a Downtown Bridge parallel to the Kennedy (C-1/C-3) in providing good averagd
speeds in both the AM and PM peak hours as well as throughput. However, in the write-up
below this Table, it states only that “...average speeds exceed 45 mph for most of the
alternatives.” In fact, the East End Bridges and the 9™ Street Bridge have AM peak average
speeds of 33 and 31 mph respectively. This is 30% and 34% less than the C-1/C-3 AM averagd
speeds. This section should be rewritten to accurately reflect that the Downtown C-1/C-3

B.38

Alternative provides the best impacts of the various Alternates.

The information in 3.6.4, Consistency with Local Transportation Plans, includes
discussion on the total trip demand between East Clark County and East Jefferson/Oldham
County. It is unclear what value this data has relative to this Transportation Plan e. In
addition, the use of total numbers here, suggests a major change in traffic patterns that simply
isn’t accurate. While the total numbers between 1990 and 2025, both with and without a new
bridge may seem large, when viewed as a percentage of the total cross river trips they actually
represent very minor increases. In 1990, these East to East trips constituted 12% of the total
cross-river trips (20,400 of 166,400). In 2025 without any new ion, this p ge is
13% (45,600 of 342,000). In 2025 with a new Far East Bridge, this percentage rises to 15.8%
(57,600 of 363,200). Since there doesn't appear to be any clear reason to include this data, it
should be removed from the report. It would be just as valid to include data on cross-river traffi
having a North and South orientation and look at those total numbers. This would show even
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larger increases of traffic based on total numbers making the improvements to the downtown
facilities more important.

CITY OF LOUISVILLE COMMENTS ON ALTERNATIVES
KENNEDY INTERCHANGE RECONSTRUCTION

As discussed previously, the different design criteria used for the South Reconstruction of
the Kennedy Interchange gives it a number of advantages over the In-place Alternative. While
this DEIS doesn’t discuss these design considerations, the differences between the Alternatives
should be noted. The South Reconstruction can be designed using a higher design speed that
would allow greater improvement to the geometric deficiencies within the Interchange than the
In-place option. Such a design would also respond to the need to provide a safer roadway. The
South Reconstruction provides for the elimination of all left hand entry and exit ramps where the
In-place Alternative does not. Another important advantage is the ability to access I-65 from the
2" Street ramp off River Road. The South Reconstruction provides this link where the In-place
does not.

Other benefits the South Reconstruction Alternative has over the In-place is the
elimination of the abandoned tank farm and junkyards; the opportunity to redevelop
approximately 20 acres of property that will be vacated by the old Interchange; improved
linkages between Butchertown and the Riverfront; and a greater ability to maintain traffic during
construction. .

The only major concern with the South Reconstruction is the potential impact on the
Butchertown neighborhood. However, | am convinced that with their input and involvement,
this new Interchange can work to enhance the area. Design of the new Interchange, and how it
can work for the neighborhood in terms of providing new, and attractive links for all modes of
transportation with the waterfront, may provide opportunities that will not otherwise exist. We
must also be careful to create a structure that maintains or provides new and attractive views
from the neighborhood.

Specifically, the City supports the Frankfort Avenue/Ohio Street Interchange, extending
Witherspoon to Frankfort Avenue. The City will work with neighborhood groups to determine
design standards for the new section of Witherspoon. Clay Street and Adams Street should be
connected to the new Witherspoon and extended to River Road. In addition, staging of
construction and the potential negative impacts. should be recognized and proactive addressed.
Partial takings shcald be avoided. Where appropriate, property remnants should be used for a
staging area.

Regarding the noise analysis for the Downtown Bridge and Kennedy Interchange
Altematives, it should be noted that the data presented do not indicate the number of receptor
locations that would meet the criteria for impact thresholds today. For example, the C-1 In-Place
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Alignment has 5 of the 14 impacted receptor locations currently meeting this criteria.
The number for the C-1 South Alignment is 5 of its 14 impacted receptors; the C-2 Alignment
has 3 of its 17 impacted receptors; and the C-3 has 3 of its 12 impacted receptors, already
meeting criteria. It is unknown how many properties these locations represent. It is also
pertinent to note the differences in noise levels between today and the 2025 No Build scenario.
Without any new construction the C-1 In-Place Alternative’s receptor measurements do not
exceed 3 dBA at any location. The 3 dBA measure is the number used as “appreciably altering
noise levels.” The C-1 South Alternative’s receptor measurements do not exceed 3 dBA at any
location. The C-2 Alternate’s receptor measurements exceed this 3 dBA level at 3 receptor
locations, all in Indiana. The C-3 Alternative’s receptor measurements do not exceed 3 dBA at
any location. Therefore, it appears that while noise is an issue for concern and future design
consideration, it does not appear to be a significant factor in for the Downtown Alternatives.

ONE BRIDGE/HIGHWAY: DOWNTOWN ALIGNMENTS

Should there be a one-bridge alternative, the C-1 alignment is clearly the best option in
conjunction with a reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange. The following points summarize
the basis for this statement.

Provides the largest reduction in VMT, VHT, and VHD;

Provides sufficient capacity for all River crossings;

Provides the greatest improvement in level of service on Kennedy bridge;
Provides the greatest improvement to traffic safety;

Lowest cost;

Fewer noise impacts than C-2 and the only Alternative that does not exceed criteria for
noise abatement;

Provides improved geometrics for Kennedy Bridge/Interchange;

Impacts fewer 4(f) properties than C-2;

Impacts fewer historic districts and historic sites than C-2;

Impacts fewer commercial properties than C-2 or C-3; and

Impacts fewer residential properties than C-3.

o o 0 o o

Regarding the residential displacements with this Alternative, if the number stated in this
DEIS is accurate, the final right of way lines and disturb limits should be reviewed carefully and
revised to reduce this number.

In summary, the C-1 Alternative provides the greatest transportation benefits, with the least
environmental impact.

While the C-3 Alternative, or downstream parallel bridge to the Kennedy, offers many of the
same traffic benefits as the upstream option, it has much more severe impacts on residential and
commercial properties in Indiana, and recreational facilities in Kentucky than the C-1 option
does.

H.16
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The DEIS makes clear the fact that the C-2 Alternative (9™ Street Bridge) does not address
the Purpose and Need and should be eliminated from any further consideration.

The foremost problem with the C-2 Alternative is the addition of a reversible lane on the
Kennedy Bridge in order to respond to the traffic problems on the bridge and Interchange. Even
with the “lane- power” addition during peak hours, the C-2 Alternative would not operate as
favorably as either C-1 or C-3. As mentioned earlier in this response, because of narrow lane
widths, safety issues, and operational issues, this reversible lane concept has a fatal flaw and is
not a viable concept. .

Additional problems with Alternate C-2 include:

Doesn’t resolve capacity problems on Kennedy Bridge;

Has poorest performance in improving congestion on existing Bridges;
Does not resolve safety problems on the Kennedy Bridge or Interchange;
The grades required to make the Alternative fit appear to be substandard;
The flyover ramps will create visual problems;

Increases existing traffic problems on 9" Street during peak hours; Creates significant
community impacts on neighborhoods along 9™

Creates changes in access and community cohesion;

Has significant environmental justice concerns;

Impacts the most park land;

Impacts the highest number of historic districts and sites; and

Has the highest number of noise impacts.

In summary, the only Alternative that addresses the current problems in the Kennedy
Interchange and on the Kennedy Bridge is the C-1 and C-3 options. Of these two options, C-1
has fewer impacts on residential, commercial and recreations properties on both sides of the river
and is the preferred Alternative.

TWO BRIDGES/HIGHWAY ALTERNATIVES

The Two Bridge/Highway Alternative with reconstruction of the Kennedy Interchange is
needed to accommodate future traffic conditions in this region. The reasons are as follows:

Provides a potential diversion route for movements across the River;
Provides the most additional capacity to meet cross-river demands;
Provides the greatest reduction in VMT, VHT, and VHD;

Provides the best level of service for each bridge; and

Provides the best traffic operations within the Kennedy Interchange.

The decision on a preferred alignment for the Eastern bridge is best left to those entities who
are most impacted by that decision. However, it is important to state that it appears that a C-1,
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Kennedy Interchange reconstruction and Far East Alignment would provide the greatest
transportation network benefits, while impacting far fewer residents. Every Far East Alignment
impacts fewer than 50 residences, while the Near East impacts over 250.

TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

It is important for this DEIS to better identify the Transportation Demand Management,
Transportation Systems Management, and Mass Transit alternatives that are a part of the
Alternatives analyzed. The addition of non-motorized facility enhancements (bicycle lanes and
pedestrian walkways), employer-based trip reduction programs, expanded ITS, incident
management programs, and enhanced bus services are all important elements that will play a role
in the future of transportation in this region. The City of Louisville supports continuation and
expansion of these TM Alternatives.

SUMMARY

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement continues to support the conclusions and
recommendations of previous transportation studies performed for the region. While I am
requesting that additional data be developed and included in the DEIS, I do not expect this to add
any substantial time to the completion of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. This
community has waited long enough for a confirmation of the ORMIS study recommendations
that were unanimously endorsed by all elected officials who represent the areas impacted most
by this project. It is now time to complete the preliminary studies, to proceed with the
engineering work necessary to detail final alignments, and to develop the financing plans to see
this project built as quickly as possible. As I have indicated at a number of points in these
comments, this region cannot wait to start construction to resolve the existing traffic problems
that exist on the Kennedy Bridge and Interchange. It is also critical to put into place those new
transportation linkages to tie this region together into a strong economic force where the citizens
of both Kentucky and Indiana reap the benefits of a strong regional economy.

Sincerely,

B.48
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Dorothy B. McNair
2101 Northfield Drive Dear Mr. Ballantyne:
Mark A Robinson

On behalf of the residents of the City of Northfield and members of

the Northfield City Council, I would like to register our opposition
Tannehill A
g"l!ﬁlmmw g?gz to Plan B1 of the Ohio River Bridges Project.
OFFICERS ' ‘We understand that this plan would possibly uproot several homes
Clerk in Northfield and certainly have a negative impact on the historic
is Onachilla areas of Glenview and Indian Hills.

2415 Stannye Driveg

We also are aware of the hazardous conditions which now exist

Attorney
Foster L. Haunz at the intersection of 1-264 and I-71 and can only imagine what
ey additional traffic in that area would do.
Treasurer
Wertheim We appreciate your consideration in this matter.
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Chief of Police
Scott L. Robinson
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Sandy Tuccl Frankfort, KY 40601
Lee Zimmerman
City Administrator Dear john:
City Clerk
Ann R. Simms Attached you will find the City of Prospect’s official response and comments to the Draft Environmental

Chief of Police Impact Statement on the Louisville-Southern Indiana Ohio River Bridges Project.

Marvin A. Wilson . R R
We thank you for the opportunity to make these comments. Should there be any questions concerning

Deputy City Clerk them, please do not hesitate to contact me or members of my staff. The members of the Prospect City
Cathy Parrott Council join with me in making these comments.

City Secretary .
Anne Brunner Sincerely,

nirector of Maintenance f . /
Cundiff ﬂlmli(t’

City Attomey Lawrence C. Falk
Grover C. Potts, Jr.
e cc: Council Members

Hon. James Codell. KYTC
Jose Sepulveda. FHWA
John Clements. CTS
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PURPOSE AND NEED

The City of Prospect disagrees with the basic conclusion of the Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment that there is any demonstrated need for a bridge in the far eastern end of Jefferson County, Kentucky.
Indeed. we believe the opposite is true and is easily di d by the statistics of the Study.

It is ¢lear from Table 3.6-2, Daily Ohio River Vehicle Crossings and Demand/Capacity Rarios that
the smallest number of river crossings which a new bridge outside of the downtown area would bring is for the
Far East End alignments. The Study projects. 72,100 river ings and a 67 percent capacity ratio if only one
bridge is built in the Far East and 81,000 crossings and a 75 percent capacity ratio were a single bridge to be
constructed in the Near East area,

In a two-bridge scenario the Far East option would bring 68,200 to 71,000 crossings (with 63 to 66
percent capacity ratios) while the Near East options would have greater use. 76,900-80,300 crossings (and 71
to 74 percent capacity ratios).

If projected statistics can prove anything, these prove that the closer to downtown a second bridge is.
the more it will be used. By the same token, the further a second bridge is located from downtown, the less that
bridge will help ease congestion and traffic delays on the existing bridges.

Although anecdotal, representatives of the City have, since the beginning of the ORMIS study, con-
tinually asked the question: *If vou drive from Louisville to Chicago. do you go through or around Indianapo-
lis™" The overwhelming majority of those who have responded to this question acknowledge they drive through
the city, The reason? “It takes too long to go around.™

It is important to remember these projections are for the vear 2025 and can be greatly affected by a
great number of factors including the national economy, global warming and economic development opportu-
nities in the Louisville-Southem Indiana area. This last is an important point: while many see the bridge project

particularly the East End bridge - as an aid to economic development the reverse could be true.

One example of this is shown in Table 5.1-2, Differences in Jobs and Households Five-County Arca
bevand 10 Miles of Dowmtown Louisville, in which the al Chalabi Group, under contract with CTS, projects a
loss of 10,356 jobs if two bridges are built, compared to the No Action alternative. Of further significance.
however, is the impact a Far Eastern bridge would have in the creation of urban sprawl, The DEIS acknowl-
edges this where it voices concern that .. some vacant land outside of the area already rezoned or designated
for development may also experience pressure for development . . . on either a Near East or Far East align-
ment,”

Indeed. the DEIS acknowledges growth would “direct growth along the approach corridors to the
new bridge(s).” in other words. it would increase urban sprawl.

Of greater concemn is the conclusion: “(a) bridge in the Far East or Near East corridor would have no
effect on the central core area of Louisville, Bullit County, Clark County and the western section of Jefferson
County.” The Eastern bridge alternatives. therefore. would do nothing to rehabilitate the important core of
Lowsville’s and Jeffersonville’s downtown, which both suffer, as do many central core areas nationally, from
out-moving businessesand homes

While “regional cooperation” is a key to these projects. it should aiso be nored the DEIS projects a
gam of 1,636 jobs in Floyd County. Indiana. but at what cost? The cost is a Jass of 1,584 jobs in northeastern
Jefferson Counts. hentucky. We do not believe the purpose of the construction of any bridge should be simply
the relocation of jobs from one stale to another.

The Cits believes anv East End alignment would, in sum., be more deleterious than beneficial. Addi-
tionally, the further the corridor from the central core of the urban area, the lesser the need. Are we o seriously
consider construction of a bridge which will result '~ a net loss of jobs for the region? Are we to seriously
consider spending millions of dollars to build a bridge which will contribute to urban sprawl? Are we to
seriously contemplate a crossing of the Ohio River which will carry a minimal number of persons from ken
tucky to Indiana tor vice versa)”

We urge a serious and detailed reading of the findings of the DEIS by the states and the Federal
Highway Admimistration. We believe such reading will show there is ( ) no reasonable or realistic justification
for a Far East bridge and (2) only slightly more justification for a Near East bridge

Atthe same time, we believe the DEIS shows beyond doubt the only way to avoid severe future traffic
problems with the present Ohio River crossings is to build a new bridge in the Ceniral corridor and to com-
pletely reconstruct the Kennedy interchange in the same area, While we have primarily compared the effects ol
East End alignments with the No Build solution, we conclude that alternative is not viable. A Central corridor
bridge and rebuild of the Kennedy interchange are, in the City's view, imperative to the future growth and
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development of the Kentucky-Indiana area.

PROPOSED ALIGNMENTS

The City’s discussion of proposed alig as d in the DEIS follows the legal principal of
arguendo, “for the sake of argument.” While, as stated above, we believe most strongly there is neither pur-
pose nor need for an East End bridge, and even less for one in the Far East corridor, it would be an abdication
of the City’s responsibilities to ignore the presence of such proposals in the DEIS. The following discussion.

therefore, is made arguendo.

Based on the projected usage of all the proposed East End routes, the City favors construction of 2
bridge in the Near East corridor. Such a bridge will (1) be used more by persons within the Kentucky-Indiana
area as well as for through-raffic; (2) will better support revitalization of the d areas of Louisville and
Jeffersonville; (3) will still provide adequate access to the Clark Maritime Center, a cause célébre in Indiana.
and (4) will better support the existing transporiation system in both states.

We believe we must addressthe “not in my backyard” issue here. Obviously, the Near East corridor
is the furthest from the City's “backyard.” However, our support for these alignments is for the reasons stated
above. While it would be easy for the casual reader to dismiss this position as purely selfish, the truth is it is
made for the reasons stated above: The City simply believes this is the best corridor to serve the myriad needs
a second new Ohio River bridge must address.

Discussion

This alignment essentially cuts Prospect in half. which, we understand. is to be avoided under Federal
guidelines. We oppose it most strenuously. It would put a bridge in the air running between The Landings and
Fox Harbor. a1 about the level of the top of Fox Harbor Hill. Sound from the bridge would not enly affect Fox
Harbor. The Landings and Bridgepointe, but Hunting Creek, as sound travels quite well down Harrods Creek,
which thisalignment would cross in a residential setting.

There is no way to soundproof a bridge which is “in the air.™ The bridge structure itself could be
constructed with materials which would lessen only - but not eliminate — the noise of tires on the surface, but,
we are told by engineers for CTS, that is the extent of it. Sound walls cannot be placed on a bridge. Neither is
there any construction which can prevent light pollution. Air pollution is a given.

Route A-2 also isolates the subdivisions of Fox Harbor, Hunting Creek, the Estates of Hunting Creek,
The Meadows. Innishrook and Sutherland from emergency services. Should there be an accident or hazardous
waste spill on the bridge. those subdivisions would be on the “other side” from the Harrods Creek Fire Depart-
ment and any other cmergency services coming “from Louisville,” with the exception of River Road and its
one-lane bridge. How would a person suffering from a heart anack get to any Louisville area hospital if an
accident on the bridge blocked access 1o LS, 42 and River Road was crammed with rush hour traffic? Only by
helicopter.

Additionally, although we understand the Section 106 process is still in progress, there is a farmhouse
directly in the path of this alignment which has been built around the settler’s original log cabin. While not an
~ofticial” historic site. the family which has lived there for g ions has routinely wel d neighborhood

children and adults into their home for the past rwo decades and greatly increased their awareness of history.

Mitigation Factors
There are simply no mitigation factors which the City can propose for this alig Alig A-2
presents 5o many problems and is so objectionable to the City and its residents by its sheer location that we are

unable to determine any modifications which would make it acceptable. -

[riscussion
This alignment brings many of the same problems of noise, air and light poliution as doesA-2. It, also.
is totally in the air (bringing the same problems as A-2), running b The Landings and Bridgepoi

again. at about the height of Fox Harbor Hill. Since it crosses Harrods Creek three times, the attendant noise
pollution traveling down the Creek 1o Hunting Creek would be extreme and, we believe, the environmental
damage to the Creek would be the greatest of all the alig Since The Landings is located, essentially, in

a bowl. noise and light would have what could anly be considered a “straight shot” from the bridge to Fox
Harbor as well: air pollution would naturally “sink”™ into the area. We strongly oppose this routeas well.

H.12
M.5

Alignment A-9

Long-term damage to the Creek would be considerable. Additionally, the route would make the Ken-
Carla subdivision (although not in Prospect, per se) basi inhabitable, The same would probably be true
of the Woodlands ¢ ini ity, the Harrods Landing condominium development and the Harbor
{also not in the City}, all of which wouldhave a “frontrow seat” ta bridge traffic 24 hours a day.

All the basic objections to A-2 apply equally to A-16 with the exception that it would not isolate the
majority of the City from the Harrods Creek Fire Station. It could, however, still cause severe problems with
emergency services from the rest of Jefferson County (EMS, County Police, et cetera).

The only thing which prevents A-16 from being the most objectionable route is the existence of A-2
and the City opposes it as strongly.

Mitigation Factors

Since the route runs close to an undeveloped hillside leading up to the Bridgepointe subdivision from
The Landings subdivision, moving the route towards Bridgepointe and placing it underground would salve
some of the noise, light and air pollution problems. Even with this solution, the bridge would still be “in the
air” before being buried in the hillside and as it crosses U.S. Highway 42,

4 ak .

Ifthe route is not buried as sugg e, it may be p to place sound walls on the uphill side
of the route, affording some mitigation of light and noise pollution for residents in Bridgepointe. Such 2
solution would not be available in the bowl area on the other side.

i
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AlignmentA-9 swingstoward Louisville from the present Gene Snyder Freeway. IL. too, is an in the
air route. OF all the eastern routes, it is the only one which proposes an elevated bridge the City could support.

Of all the routes, A-9 is the most harmonious with the existing topography. It also has the best geometrics
and would probably be the easiest to actually construct. While an “air™ route in its entirety, the population
density of the areas it would impact are considerably lower than with A-2 or A-16. Part of this is due, however.
to potential impact with historic properties.

One of the more divisive debates which has occurred among residents in the Far Eastern corridor has
centered around the role of historic properties. The City's position, we believe, is shared by the vast majority
of its “official” residents as well as a huge number of persons who live in the area, but not within its lepal
borders, That position is that while we have always been extremely concerned about our environment, we
believe living human beings should reeeive priority. To rule out a bridge route because it crosses land on which
an “historic property” is located and choose, instead, one which will cause many families to live with unending
noise. light and air pollution makes no sense to us.

1t is the City's understanding that (1) Federal definition, any structure which is 50 years old can be
considered “historic” but that {2) Federal law, while granting certain protections, does not place any restric-
tions on what the owner of an historic property can subsequently do with that property. (We believe some states
have such restrictions, but Kentucky does not.) Indeed, someone who owned 100 historic acres might be able
to divert the bridge route elsewhere and then, the nextday, sell his property to a developer.

Debate on this issue as also centered on the true historic worth of many of these properties. As has
been pointed out. George Rogers Clark never lived here, Dan’l Boone didn't kill any “bars™ nearby. Given
these considerations, the City firmly urges the states and the FHWA to place the needs of living people ahead
of properties of marginal historic value.

The City 15 also concemed because the alignment A-9 is the only Far East alignment which does not
cross LS. 42 within the physical boundaries of the City. While we support some limited access to and from
LS. 42 1o the Gene Snyder Freeway (and the bridge), we are concerned as to the nature of future commercial
development in this pastoral setting.

Mitigation Factors
A limited interchange would have the effect of mitigating many of the problems which could be
associated with this route.

The City could be more fortable with this aligi were some way be found to control the
potential for unwanted commercial development. which could, over time, stretch from the present intersection
of Wolf Pen Branch Road and LS. 42 all the way to the Watterson Expressway. Our concern for this is that the
area in question is Prospect’s “front door” and the history of creeping strip zoning is, unforiunately. a fact of
life in Jefferson County

were the ali include

Even with a limited interchange, the City would be most ¢




I

from the i | With the passage of state leg|

condemnation of land within a certain d i
allowing annexation by the City on this limited basis, Prospect could tum the area into a park-like setting and
control the zoning.

Because the alignment is most harmonious with its surroundings of all those in the Far East. we
believe creative solutions might be available for sound and light poliution problems even though this route is
above ground level. We would urze in-depth study of such solutions in the event this alignment becomes the
one selected.

Alignment A-13-15

B.74

Discussion

We combine these two alignments since, insofar as they impact the City of Prospect. they are the
same. We are cognizant they differ as they move closer to, and across. the Ohio River, butasto impacts to the
City and its resid, there is no di t them.

Ofall the options, the City strongly favors alignments A-13-15, given the mitigation factors discussed
below. Assuming the alignments do not change, we have no preference between them. In voicing this support
for alignments A-13-15, we feel, however, it necessary to refer to the discussion at the beginning of this
document and to reaffirm our position thatwe do not consider there to be a need for a Far East bridge at all.

If there is 10 be @ bridge built in the east end, however, alignments A-13-15 provide the least disrup-
tion in construction; the least taking of property and the least potential for pollution (noise. air and light) of any
route. This so-called trench-tunnel alignment, with the trench beginning approximately at the present I-71
interchange with the Snyder Freeway and gradually sloping down to tunnel under U.S. 42 and the Drumanard
historic property, has the potential to also minimize the visual pollution of this project. This is the sort of
creative approach 1o the onerous issue of locating a bridge in this area which has the potential to solve many of
the problems which are part and parcel of the other alignments.

The City believes the trench, which will reach a depth of as much as 60 feet at LS. 42, will greatly
mitigate the noise, light and air pollution problems which form the basis of the objections we have to the other
Far East alignments. The selection of the half-diamond interchange at U.S. 42 will give local access to the
Snyder Freeway and the bridge itself and has the advantage of being located within the City of Prospect. which
can then exercise zoning control.

Factors

B.23
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1.71.2

The single element which makes alignment A-13-15 work is the half-diamond interchange. Not only
would a more extensive interchange require additional taking of property and bring noise. light and air pollu-
tion inte a proposal which has been designed to eliminate it as much as possible, but, even if there were no
services available. it would tend 1o increase traffic significantly on already-overused U.S. 42 simply because it
was there. With proper signage and the limited interchange. this problem can be primarily avoided. The City
considers the half-diamond 1o be ntegral to the A-13-15 concept.

The present configuration of US 42 prevents the placement of any traffic control device at the
intersection of Bridgepointe Boulevard and LS. 42, This is one of the most dangerous intersections in the
City. owing to the extremely limited sight lines and nature of the highway. Even with a half-diamond inter-

change. alig A-L3-13wall traffic on .5, 42, making this intersection even more dangerous.
The City believes it necessars (1) for the rise in U.S. 42 approaching Bridgepoi 1 d the South
be graded flat w improve line of sight: (2) that U.S. 42 in front of Bridgepointe be wid dto ac date 2

1urn lane in both directions: and (3) that a traffic signal be installed at the entrance to Bridgepointe.

While the effect of the trench will help mitigate sound and light pollution. we believe a sound wall
constructed of state-of-the-an sound absorbing material should be constructed on both sides of the rench from
U.S. Highway 42 1o the I-7} mterchange. The wall should be of sufficient height to deflect noise above all
dwellings and should blend with the natural surroundings by supporting the growth of ivy or other plant
materials and be extensively shielded with trees and other plantings

A complete pre-blasting survey must be done to all homes which could be potentially impacted by
such activity during construction. The project should include funding to reimburse residents who will be
affected by dirt. noise and other construction impacts. The City does not allow use of heavy equipment before
& am. and after 6 p.m. and on weekends.

Given the proximiny to residences and the stated intention to require hazardous waste materials o use
the East End route. the design should i P the latest d speed violation detection equipment
with adequate wamning signs and signals as may be necessary to encourage observation of safe driving proce-
dures.

Q.8

Since enforcement of traffic safety laws, in gation of traffic accid and the need for fire and
EMS services will impact the City ofProspect and the Harrods Creek Fire Department, Federal impact funds
should be made available on a continuing basis 50 ad 1 and equil will be available 1o

provide such services without diminishing the present level of service provided by the City and the Fire De-
partment to residents who pay taxes for same.
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January 14, 2002

Mr. John Ballantyne

Federal Highway Administration

John C. Warts Federal Building

330 W. Broadway

Frankfort, KY 406011922 TJon fuan —~KYTC
Chanles Ragmer- 15

RE:  Public Comment — Ohio River Bridges
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Ballantyne,

In keeping with the public comment provision of the Ohio River Bridges Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, the Transit Authority of River City (TARC) offers its comments with respect to transit
coordination for the community. As you may be aware, TARC is the lead agency for Preliminary
Engineering and the development of an Envi | Impact § (PE/EIS) for the
Transportation Tomarrow Light Rail project. The PE/EIS work is focused on a corridor through south
central Jefferson County. However, we have been developing options for future corridors, including the
possibility of expanding this locally preferred alternative into Southern Indiana.

Transportation facilities are typically designed for a twenty-year forecast period although they have a
life well beyond that period, with some bridges lasting more than 100 years. It is important that
consideration be given to how transit in general and Transportation Tomorrow specifically may
interface with the proposed bridges project. Coordination of these projects was discussed in a
December 1999 meeting with TARC, the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet and the Indiana Department
of Transportation. It was agreed that three general concerns should be addressed in the design phase of
the project:

+ How transit, including light rail, would operate in the Kennedy Interchange and over the B . 7
proposed bridge during and after construction.

« How HOV would work through the junction (with or without additional lanes). B . 5

+ Design of the Kennedy Interchange should not preclude future transit expansion options. B 7
If aptions are foreclosed, the consequences of this action and alternatives to it should be .
identified.

We appreciate the opportunity to coordinate with the plans for crossing the Ohio River. TARC and the
Transportation Tomorrow consultants are willing to meet with you and the design consultant to
exchange ideas and information.

Sincerely,

J. Barry Barker
Executive Director

1000 WEST BROADWAY + LOUISVILLE, KY - 40203



B.46
B.69
N.16

RESOLUTION NO. 2 - 3007

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING CONSTRUCTION OF AN
EAST END OHIO RIVER BRIDGE AND A DOWNTOWN OHIO RIVER BRIDGE

WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners of Clark County, Indiana, has historically
supported the construction of a new bridge across the Ohio River connecting I-265 in Clark County,
Indiana with the Gene Snyder Freeway in eastern Jefferson County, Kentucky, and;

WHEREAS, the Clark County Comprehensive Plan calls for a new eastern bridge, and;

WHEREAS, studies by JHK & Associates document that a completed I-265 loop will reduce
congestion by diverting over an average of 40,000 daily traffic away from the John F. Kennedy
Bridge and Spaghetti Junction, and,

WHEREAS, studies by Hinkling Lewis Brod, Inc., in association with JFK, show that a
completed 1-265 loop creates opportunities for significant regional economic development
efficiencies, especially in eastern Clark County, and;

WHEREAS, the ORMIS committee accepted JHK & Associates recommendation to pursue
further bus transportation improvements to serve the transportation disadvantaged and to encourage
further examination of light rail transit in the TARC major investment study, and;

WHEREAS, the ORMIS committee and JHK & Associates fully analyzed the Greater
Louisville region’s interstate mobility needs according to the 15 planning factors defined by the
federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act for metropolitan and state transportation
improvements as well as other locally relevant criteria, and;

WHEREAS, on December 19, 1996, KIPDA’s Transportation Policy Committee
unanimously approved the ORMIS committee’s recommendation for an eastern bridge, a downtown
bridge, and a full rebuild of “Spaghetti Junction”,

WHEREAS, subsequent recommendations have been made by multi-state forums for two
(2) bridges to be constructed connecting Clark County, Indiana with Kentucky across the Ohio River;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
OF CLARK COUNTY, INDIANA:

The Clark County Commissioners fully endorse the construction of an east end bridge across
the Ohio River connecting 1-265 in Indiana to I-265 Gene Snyder in Kentucky. It is in the best
interest of the public for such bridge to be constructed to reduce traffic volume and chances of traffic
jams on the Kennedy and Clark Memorial Bridges. The construction of an east end bridge will
connect a beltway around the Louisville metropolitan area, which is the logical extension of taxpayer
investment in the existing road system. The construction of an east end bridge will provide an
alternative route for hazardous waste haulers who currently pass through downtown Louisville and

past the complex of Metropolitan Louisville hospitals adjacent to 1-65. The construction of an east
end bridge will benefit public safety and welfare.

The Clark County Commissioners secondarily endorse the construction of a downtown bridge
connecting Clarksville/Jeffersonville with downtown Louisville so long as such construction
reconfigures “Spaghetti Junction” in a manner which promotes better traffic safety. It is the

preference of the County Commissioners that the east end bridge be constructed first in the event that

B.26

of both bridges cannot be commenced at or near the same time.
This Resolution is hereby read, passed, and adopted this 31* day of January, 2002.
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF
CLARK COUNTY, INDIANA

ABSENT
Raymond J. Parker, President

Pard . fons

- - F—
David A. Lewis, Commissioner

O 9.9
Weﬂ&v Haire, Commissioner.

ATTEST: %L/Mw I ﬂ@n}—/

Barbara Haas
Clark County Auditor
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CLARK COUNTY EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
11452 HWY 62 CHARLESTOWN, INDIANA 47111

Harold L Plummer, Director Office 256-6981
Fax 256-0398
Pager 502-455-25555

To: Tonja Fischer
Southern Indiana Chamber of Commerce
4100 Charlestown Road
* New Albany, Indiana 47150

Dear Ms Fischer,

| am writing to express my strong support for the
construction of an east end Ohio River bridge connecting Indiana 1-265
Gene Snyder highway. Anyone who travels the Kennedy Bridge
regularly, from either direction, knows that our community needs
another bridge to reduce traffic volume and to reduce the chances of
gridlock from accidents on the Kennedy. It is encouraging to know
that public opinion polls show overwhelming bridge support both sides
of the river, but it is discouraging that the process has been so slow to
respond.

Thanks to the Chamber of Commerce for agreeing to collect
letters like mine to help let officials from hoth states know how
important it is to our transportation system and local economy to
connect 1-265, we have authority to establish a hazardous material by-
pass route through our county away from our Hospitals, medical care
centers, and majority of our business and homes in our community.
PLEASE BUILD AN EAST END BRIDGE.

Sincerely you

Pca 2%

Southern Indiana Supporter of the
East end Bridge

Harold L Plummer
Executive Director
Clark County Emergency Management agency
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RESOLUTION

In Support of Two-Bridge R dation With A h tion Redesi;
Specifically Connecting 1-265 Gene Snyder in Kentucky with I-265 in Indiana

The facts supporting the need for an I-265/Snyder Freeway bridge linking Kentucky and Indiana
are indisputable. Not moving ahead with the expeditious construction of a new eastern bridge will
result in increased traffic congestion, deterioration of economic viability and loss of job
opportunities for the Greater Louisville region.

Past studies, including the Origin and Destination Study, Ohio River Major Investment
Study, and the current work underway in the Evi 1 Impact Stat t show:

1. Some 35-40% of Kennedy Bridge traffic is Indiana-east Jefferson County or Oldham County
in origin or destination.
2. Both eastern Clark County in Indiana and eastern Jefferson County are undergoing major
population and industrial growth.
3. The two bridge scenario will provide:
» The most cost-effective means of solving the community’s transportation needs
* The completion of the circumferential highway system, thus creating a new alternate
route
Volume reductions in the downtown area
The greatest benefit for commercial traffic
The best combination of reducing incident impacts and delays in Spaghetti Junction
and an alternate route for avoidance of delays
The greatest net economic benefit for the region
e The greatest reduction in VMT (vehicle miles travelled) and VHT (vehicle hours of
travel)
* The greatest ovel ansportati onomic be e entire

The public clearly supports the two-bridge alternative with an I-265 crossing:

- The 1993 and 1996 Courier-Journal Bluegrass Public Opinion Polls showed overwhelming

support of an 1-265 bridge, among residents in both Kentucky and Indiana.

- The 1993 Goals for Greater Louisville listed the I-265 bridge as the number two priority among

adults responding.

3. Numerous community groups, elected officials and business organizations have called for the
construction of the bridge: Middletown Chamber; Jeffersontown Chamber; Southern Indiana
Chamber; City of Shivley; Greater Louisville Inc.; Mayor Armstrong, Representative Northup,
Representative Hill, Senator Bayh, Governor Patton; Governor O’Bannon; Kentuckians For
Better Transportation, etc.

4. The Transportation Policy Committee of KIPDA (the Kentuckiana Planning and Development

Agency — our region’s transportation planning agency) unanimously endorsed this solution for

our region’s cross-river deficiency in 1996.

8}

Therefore, we support an I-265 Bridge/Downtown Bridge/Spaghetti Junction Redesign and
urge the Federal Highway Administation to recognize and affirm this need in the Final

Envir 1 Impact Si and its sub; Record of Decision.

Organization _ [0, o Clakwllo Phone_ 133-7)5S Fxd- 347
Address __ 2u00 P,‘;e)w;.’, Claketlo T w29

Signed (\m 1. T A0 4 Title Cogie\fmon) Date_%}23]p\

Submit to: Tonya Fischer
Southern Indiana Chamber of Commerce
4100 Charlestown Rd.
New Albany, IN 47150
945-0266 (phone)
948-4664 (fax)
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RESOLUTION

In Support of Two-Bridge R dation With A Spaghetti J jon Redesig
Specifically Connecting 1-265 Gene Snyder in Kentucky with I-265 in Indiana

The facts supporting the need for an I-265/Snyder Freeway bridge linking Kentucky and Indiana
are indisputable. Not moving ahead with the expeditious construction of a new eastern bridge will
result in increased traffic congestion, deterioration of economic viability and loss of job
opportunities for the Greater Louisville region.

Past studies, including the Origin and Destination Study, Ohio River Major Investment
Study, and the current work underway in the Evir 1 Impact S show:

1. Some 35-40% of Kennedy Bridge traffic is Indiana-east Jefferson County or Oldham County
in origin or destination.
2. Both eastern Clark County in Indiana and eastern Jefferson County are undergoing major
population and industrial growth.
3. The two bridge scenario will provide:
e The most cost-effective means of solving the community’s transportation needs
s The pletion of the ci fe ial highway system, thus creating a new alternate
route
Volume reductions in the downtown area
The greatest benefit for commercial traffic
The best combination of reducing incident impacts and delays in Spaghetti Junction
and an alternate route for avoidance of delays
The greatest net economic benefit for the region
The greatest reduction in VMT (vehicle miles travelled) and VHT (vehicle hours of
travel)

» The greatest overall transportation and economic benefit for the entire region

The public clearly supperts the two-bridge alternative with an I-265 crossing:

. The 1993 and 1996 Courier-Journal Bluegrass Public Opinion Polls showed overwhelming

support of an [-265 bridge, among residents in both Kentucky and Indiana.

2. The 1993 Goals for Greater Louisville listed the I-265 bridge as the number two priority among
adults responding.

3. Numerous community groups, elected officials and business organizations have called for the
construction of the bridge: Middletown Chamber; Jeffersontown Chamber; Southern Indiana
Chamber; City of Shivley; Greater Louisville Inc.; Mayor Armstrong, Representative Northup,
Representative Hill, Senator Bayh, Governor Patton; Governor O’Bannon; Kentuckians For
Better Transportation, etc.

4. The Transportation Policy Committee of KIPDA (the Kentuckiana Planning and Development

Agency — our region’s transportation planning agency) unanimously endorsed this solution for

our region’s cross-river deficiency in 1996.

Therefore, we support an I-265 Bridge/Downtown Bridge/Spaghetti Junction Redesign and
urge the Federal Highway Administation to recognize and affirm this need in the Final

Envir I Impact Stat t and its subseq Record of D
Organization_Jowy o/ Cleafse. ¢lc_ Phone_ /2 - 297 ~/505

Address Jeoo 8;;/;.4.,1,,/ —  Ynebreilly TH Y7/29
Titte _[fesden 7~ Date_§ -7¥-</

Signed d

Submit to: Tonya Fischer
Southern Indiana Chamber of Commerce
4100 Charlestown Rd.
New Albany, IN 47150

945-0266 (phone)
948-4664 (fax) /
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RESOLUTION

In Support of Two-Bridge R dation With A Spaghetti J Sy
Specifically Connecting I-265 Gene Snyder in Kentucky with I-265 in Indiana

The facts supporting the need for an I-265/Snyder Freeway bridge linking Kentucky and Indiana
are indisputable. Not moving ahead with the expeditious construction of a new eastem bridge will
result in increased traffic congestion, deterioration of economic viability and loss of job
opportunities for the Greater Louisville region.

Past studies, including the Origin and Destination Study, Ohio River Major Investment
Study, and the current work underway in the Evir i Impact S show:

1. Some 35-40% of Kennedy Bridge traffic is Indiana-east Jefferson County or Oldham County
in origin or destination.
2. Both eastern Clark County in Indiana and eastern Jefferson County are undergoing major
population and industrial growth.
3. The two bridge scenario will provide:
« The most cost-effective means of solvmg the community’s transportation needs
e The pletion of the highway system, thus creating a new alternate
route
¢ Volume reductions in the downtown area
* The greatest benefit for commercial traffic
* The best combination of reducing incident impacts and delays in Spaghetti Junction
and an alternate route for avoidance of delays
* The greatest net economic benefit for the region
* The greatest reduction in VMT (vehicle miles travelled) and VHT (vehicle hours of
travel)
o The greatest overall ortatio; omic benefit for tire regi

The public clearly supports the two-bridge alternative with an I-265 crossing:

1. The 1993 and 1996 Courier-Journal Bluegrass Public Opinion Polls showed overwhelming
support of an I-265 bridge, among residents in both Kentucky and Indiana.

2. The 1993 Goals for Greater Louisville listed the I-265 bridge as the number two priority among
adults responding.

3. Numerous community groups, elected officials and business organizations have called for the
construction of the bridge: Middletown Chamber; Jeffersontown Chamber; Southern Indiana
Chamber; City of Shivley; Greater Louisville Inc.; Mayor Armstrong, Representative Northup,
Representative Hill, Senator Bayh, Governor Patton; Governor O’Bannon; Kentuckians For
Better Transportation, etc.

4. The Transportation Policy Committee of KIPDA (the Kentuckiana Planning and Development
Agency — our region’s transportation planning agency) unanimeusly endorsed this solution for
our region’s cross-river deficiency in 1996.

Therefore, we support an I-265 Bridge/Downtown Bridge/Spaghetti Ji ion Redesign and
urge the Federal Highway Administation to recognize and nfﬁrm this need in the anl
Envir 1 Impact S and its sub: Record of Decisi
Organization jz 2& 2 oF ( Z&gu/uthnne JJ3’/§é ol
Address oo Cehewsviee _sv 74
Signed ﬂ,&/ 4)4& Title &q NEle Date

AOMimsretve

Submit to: Tonya Fischer
Southern Indiana Chamber of Commerce
4100 Charlestown Rd.
New Albany, IN 47150
945-0266 (phone)
948-4664 (fax)

RESOLUTION NO. 7-2001

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING NEW BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION BETWEEN
CLARK COUNTY, INDIANA & JEFFERSON COUNTY, KENTUCKY

Whereas, the need for a new bridge to connect 1-265 between Clark County, }ndiana_ &
Jefferson County, Kentucky has been documented by the Transportation Policy
Committee of the Kentuckiana Regional Planning & Development Agency;

Whereas, it has been proposed that in addition to the proposed 1-265 bridge an additional
bridge be constructed over the Ohio River at I-65 to better connect Clark County,
Indiana and Jefferson County, Kentucky;

Whereas, the INAAP Reuse Authority is developing a major industrial park called the
River Ridge Commerce Center near the intersection of 1-265 and Indiana
Highway 62 that would have better access to interstate highways after
completion of the 1-265 bridge;

Whereas, the development of the River Ridge Commerce Center will generate new jobs
and economic opportunity for the region and allow existing businesses to expand
within the Louisville metropolitan area;

Now. Therefore Be It Resolved:
That the INAAP Reuse Authority suppotts the construction of the proposed 1-265
and 1-65 Ohio River bridges connecting Clark County, Indiana and Jefferson
County, Kentucky and would benefit most immediately and directly by
construction of the 1-265 bridge.

Approved on October 15, 2001,

Certified by: __ __ Harold Satterly, President

Y 3 Ly . . N
Attest: § £/ Yj/ ¥ ___)/ : ;i" R. Marc Elliott, Executive Director
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Jeffersonville O L
Housing Authority Housing (812) 260-3553

FAX (812) 282-1214
TTY/TDD (812) 288-2730

August 28, 2001

Ms. Tonya Fischer

Southern Indiana Chamber of Commerce
4100 Charlestown Road

New Albany, Indiana 47150

Dear Ms. Fischer

The Jeffersonville Housing Authority would like to express its strong support of the two-bridge
recommendation, which specifically connects the existing segment of Interstate-265 (Gene-
Snyder) in Kentucky with the existing segment of Interstate-265 in Indiana. The two-bridge
recommendation combined with a spaghetti junction redesigrroffers the most economical and
effective means of correcting an urgent transportation deficiency in the region.

A major metropolitan area such as Louisville cannot function efficiently or meet its potential with
a major gap in its beltiine transportation system and no convenient connection between two
important sections of the region. 1t is, in our opinion, past time to proceed expeditiously with the
implementation of a new eastem bridge that will provide for a transportation circulation system,
which improves traffic congestion, increases traffic safety, reduces energy consumption and
greatly increases accessibility between viabie parts of the metropolitan area.

Further benefits of the two-bridge recommendation are a significant reduction of through traffic
in Downtown Louisville; thereby, making the downtown area less congested, less likely to
experience traffic delays and a more accessible, attractive and appealing destination for non-
through traffic. Completion of a beltline system linking ait parts of the Louisville Metropolitan
Area will reduce energy consumption, stimulate economic development through all parts of the
region and improve the quality of life through reduced unnecessary traffic delays and increase
travel convenience, economy and comfort.

The Jeffersonville Housing Authority urges the Federal Highway Administration to consider and
identify the need for an eastern bridge connecting existing parts of Interstate-265 and
recommend its approval in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and its subsequent
Record of Decision.

Sincerely,

E-HOUSING AUTHORITIY OF
CN'Y OF JEFFERSONVILLE

Cgg:g.cooper:sa

“Providing Safe, Decent and Affordable Housing”
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Ci1TY OF JEFFERSONVILLE

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

The Honorable Thomas R. Galligan
Mayor

812 - 285 - 6400 office
812 - 285 - 6468 fax

Room 404

City - County Building

501 E. Court Avenue
Jeffersonville, Indiana 47130

February 4, 2002

Federal Highway Administration
c/o Mr. John Ballantyne

John C. Watts Federal Building
330 W. Broadway

Frankfort, KY 40601-1922

Re: Statement of Position in Support of the Two Bridges/Highway Alternative of the DEIS
Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

The City of Jeffersonville, situated in the County of Clark, in the State of Indiana,
unequivocally advocates the construction of a bridge in the “Eastern Corridor”, to cross
the Ohio River, providing uninterrupted passage between I-265, in Indiana, and
1-265/KY841, in Kentucky. Furthermore, the City of Jeffersonville advocates the
reconfiguration of the Kennedy Interchange (Spaghetti Junction). Lastly, after the
“Eastern Corridor” bridge is constructed, the City of Jeffersonville unequivocally
advocates the construction of one “downtown bridge”, specifically, the “C-2”, Ninth
Street Bridge alignment.

Respectfully submitted by,

“Thomas R. Galligan ¥
Mayor of Jeffersonville

hm

Enclosure

An cqual opportunity employer.

FACTUAL BASIS TO SUPPORT POSITION

The Federal Highway Administration, in cooperation with the Indiana Department of
Transportation (INDOT) and the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC), through its
commission of the Ohio River Bridges Project, has determined, in a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), four alternatives are feasible for consideration and subsequent implementation
which will address the improvement of mobility between Clark County, Indiana and Jefferson
County, Kentucky. The City of Jeffersonville, as resolved in its Public Notice, expresses its

unequivocal support for the Two Bridges/Highway Alternative (with one bridge in the Eastern

‘Corridor and a second bridge downtown) and herein presents the argument in favor thereof.

The four alternatives to be considered for implementation are:

e The No-Action Alternative;

o The Transportation Management Alternative;

e The One Bridge/Highway Alternative; and,

e The Tow Bridges/Highway Alternative.
From the four alternatives, one will be chosen and acted upon by the Federal Highway
Administration. The criteria by which alternatives were evaluated are: 1) Population and
Growth; 2) Traffic Congestion; 3) Traffic Safety; and 4) Consistency with Local Transportation

Plans. So too, the City of Jeffersonville will use the established criteria as a benchmark for

determination.

Population and Growth:

The Two Bridges/Highway Alternative, specifically the two options containing the C-2
alignment (TBC-2 Alternative), clearly yields the greatest benefit to both, the Jefferson County,
Kentucky and Clark County, Indiana communities. Juxtaposed to the No-Action alternative,
which is the basis for comparison, TBC-2 provides for the greatest reduction in vehicle miles
traveled (VMT), vehicle hours of travel (VHT) and vehicle hours of delay (VHD.) By Year
2025, VMT, VHT and VHD will be reduced by 1%, 6/5% and 22/19%, respectively, depending

B.46

on which TBC-2 Alternative is chosen.
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and around the 9™ Street area. Indicatively, Clarksville will benefit from easier access and more
frequency in travel to its many retail locations.

The two Kennedy Bridge Alignments (upstream and downstream) will destroy downtown
Jeffersonville and cause a regression from the economic progress which has been prevalent in
and around the downtown area. Either of the two Kennedy Alignments will cause significant
displacement of residents and commercial establishments as well as increase the already
alarming noise pollution. In addition, the two alignments will cause serious disturbances to flood

plains, historic districts and wildlife habitat.

Conclusion

Based on the foregoing extrapolation of data from the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, the Two Bridges/Highway Alternative (TBC-2), i.e. a new bridge in the Eastern
Corridor and a second new Downtown 9* Street (C-2) Bridge, is recommended for inclusion in
the Final Environmental Impact Statement with which the Federal Highway Administration, in
cooperation with INDOT and KYTC, will take a final decision concerning the improvement of
cross-river mobility between Clark County, Indiana and Jefferson County, Kentucky.
Construction of the TBC-2 is requested.

RESOLUTION -

In Support of Two-Bridge Recommendation With A Spaghetti Junction Redesign:
Specifically Connecting I-265 Gene Snyder in Kentucky with I-265 in Indiana.

The facts supporting the need for an I-265/Snyder Freeway bridge linking Kentucky and Indiana arc indisputable. Not
moving ahead with the expeditious construction of a new eastern bridge will result in increased traffic congestion, deterio-
ration of economic viability and loss of job opportunities for the Greater Louisville region.

Past studies, including the Origin and Destination Study, Ohio River Major Investment Study, and the

current work underway in the Environmental Impact Statement show:
1. Some 35-40% of Kennedy Bridge Traffic is Indiana-east Jefferson County or Oldham County
in origin or destination.
2. Both eastern Clark County in Indiana and eastern Jefferson County are undergoing major population and
industrial growth.
3. The two bridge scenario will provide:
« The most cost-effective means of solving the community’s transportation needs
The completion of the circumferential highway system, thus creating a new alternate route
Volume reductions in the downtown area
The greatest benefit for commercial traffic
The best combination of reducing incident impacts and delays in Spaghetti Junction and an
alternate route for avoidance of delays
The greatest net economic benefit for the region
The greatest reduction in VMT (vehicle miles travelled) and VHT (vehicle hours of travel)

The greatest overall transportation and economic benefit for the entire region

B.46

The public clearly supports the two-bridge alternative with an I-265 crossing:
1 The 1993 and 1996 Courier-Journal Bluegrass Public Opinion Polls showed overwhelming support of an 1-263
bridge. among residents in both Kentucky and Indiana.
2. The 1993 Goals for Greater Louisville listed the I-265 bridge as the number two priority among adults
responding.
Numerous community groups, elected officials and business organizations have called for the construction of the
bridge: Middletown Chamber; Jeffersontown Chamber; Southern Indiana Chamber; City of Shivley; Greater
Louisville Inc.: Mayor Armstrong: Representative Northrup; Senator Lugar; Representative Hill; Senator Bayh;
Governor Patton; Governor O’Bannon: Kentuckians for Better Transportation, etc.
4. The Transportation Policy Committee of KIPDA (the Kentuckiana Planning and Development Agency - our
region’s ransportation planning agency) unanimously endorsed this sclution for our region’s cross-river
deficiency in 1996.

1)

Therefore, we support an I-265 Bridge/Downtown Bridge/Spaghetti Junction Redesign and urge the
Federal Highway administration to recognize and affirm this need in the
Final Environmental Impact Statement and its subsequent Record of Decision.

Orginization) Loy tiy_of Jeffersonslle Phone _JAL5 ~LF0D
Address S0 £ “Loyrt 4‘/{.—

E-Mail Address, ol iestin @ 4 effevsegu e AL

Title /:7L.>J af” Date _/ 1%~ 0

Subfnit to:  Tonya Fischer
Southern Indiana Chamber of Commerce
4100 Charlestown Rd., New Albany, IN 47150
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CITY OF JEFFERSONVYVILLE

ROBERT MILLER Thomas R. Galligan
City Engineer . Mayor

812 - 285 - 6476 office S
812 - 285 - 6468 fax

City - County Building
Room 406

501 E. Court Avenue
Jeffersonville, Indiana 47130

Dear Mr. Ballantyne, February 6, 2002

As the Jeffersonville City Engineer and a life long resident of the city, I feel qualified
to know what is a benefit to Jeffersonville and its residents. For years now, the debate
over an east end bridge for the Louisville and southern Indiana area has lingered in
both our private and public lives. Advantages and disadvantages, potential routes and
financial responsibilities have been tossed around for years. Let me express my
feelings that an east end bridge is necessary, NOW!

Looking at aerial photos of the east end of Jefferson County and the Southern
Indiana area, it is obvious that 1-265 and the Gene Snyder Freeway were constructed
to eventually be connected by an east end bridge. These major thoroughfares should
not partially encircle the metro area and then require motorist to turn back toward
the downtown area just to complete a loop.

Most major cities (i.e. Cincinnati, Indianapolis, and Nashville) are encircled with a
continuous expressway loop. These bypasses not only provide convenient access to
all areas of their respective communities but also allow over-the-road tractor-trailer
vehicles to easily bypass potentally heavily congested downtown areas. In order to
complete this loop, an east end bridge is the most important component. Eventually,
a west end bridge should also be considered to relieve the pressure on the existing
Sherman Minton Bridge. The western bridge could by-pass New Albany and western
sections of Louisville and connects to the western end of the existing Gene Snyder
Freeway.

A downtown bridge would be extremely devastating to the newly revitalized
Jeffersonville downtown area. Over the past six to seven years, significant changes in
Jeffersonville have occurred. Especially in the downtown area. Restaurants, hotels, a
new scenic overlook, and many existing stores located downtown nave experienced
steady growth and help improve a dying area. A new bridge through this area could
potentially destroy everything that is helping improve this community.

A few years ago, improvements to the Kennedy Bridge added one lane to the
northbound side of the bridge. This modification was completed to improve traffic

An equal opportunity cmployer.

flow northbound out of Louisville. However, by creating this extra northbound lane,
the southbound traffic wanting to use I-64 and I-71 was reduced from two lanes to
one, This change has impeded traffic flow out of southern Indiana and has increased
the number of accidents in the southbound lanes. Again, this shows how southern
Indiana is overlooked when it comes to improvements that are designed to improve
the overall Louisville area.

Perhaps after an east end bridge is erected the need for a downtown bridge will be
reduced. At any rate the citizens of southern Indiana and their politically appointed
representatives would be more receptive of a downtown bridge.

I hope these concerns will help demonstrate the importance of an east end bridge.
The very life of Jeffersonville potentially could be in jeopardy by the decisions
pertaining to this project.

Sincerely,

Cory Fohe
Robert Miller,
City Engineer

PS: 1am not against the Ninth Street Bridge, if there is still a need after the east end bridge is
built.
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LES MERKLEY
Councilperson |* District

e

THE CITY OF JEFFERSONVILLE

538 L. Court Avenue
Jeffersonville, IN 47130
(812) 284-0848 Home
(302) G93-7276 Mobile
lesliedmerkley @compuserve.com

Cou

February 4. 2002

RECEWVED

FEB 1 12002

John Ballantyne

Federal Highway Administration
John C, Watts Federal Building
330 W. Rroadway

Frankfort, KY 40601-1922

Ri: Ohio River Bridge

ce: John Carr - KYTC
Charles Raymer — CTS

Dear Mr. Ballantyne:
[ represent the downtown area on the Jeffersonville City Council. | strongly support the construction
of a new east end bridge while opposing the proposed downtown bridge.  Specifically. [ advocate an
1-265 Bridge connecting Gene Snyder Freeway in Kentueky with 1-265 in Indiana.

Past studies. including the original Origin and Destination Study, Ohio River Major Investment
Study, and the current work underway for the recently completed draft of the Environmental Impact
Statement show the greatest need for an east end bridge.

Some 35-40% of Kennedy Bridge traffic is Indiana-east Jefferson County or Oldham County in
origin or destination. Both eastern Clark County. Indiana and eastern Jefferson County, Kentucky
are undergoing significant population and industrial growth,

The 1993 and 1996 Courier-lournal Bluegrass Public Opinion Polls showed overwhelming support
for an east end bridge. among residents in both Indiana and Kentucky.

The construction of an cast end bridge is the best scenario for addressing the growing transportation
needs and problems for the region by completing the by-pass highway system reducing congestion in
the Spaghetti junction.

Meanwhile. the construction of a new downtown bridge fails to immediately address the
aforementioned problems while having a severe negative economic and social impact on downtown
Jeffersonville. The presence of a new downtown bridge would displace many residences. historical
buildings, and business in downtown Jeffersonville,

[f the new downtown bridec is constructed then several Jeffersonville buildings are in jeopardy
including the 1arhors condominiums, the Ramda Inn. the Bales Auto Centers. the riverfront

AN EQUAL GPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

THE CITY OF JEFFERSONVILLE

538 L, Court Avenue
Jeffersonville, IN 17130
(B12) 284-0848 liome
(502) 693-7276 Mutle
lestiedmerkley @compuserve.com

LES MERKLEY
neilperson 1 District

John Bullantyne
I-chruary 8. 2002

Page 202

restatrants. and several historical landmarks. and possibly. the Clark Memorial Thospital.

hat’s why only ene bridge makes sense. and that's the eastern corridor bridge. It appears that 10
Iy concessions are being made (o the other side of the Ohio in our cagerness 1o build the east end
Residents and business owners in downtown Jeffersonville deserve the same recognition and

protection as those in Kentucky.

The residents of River Fields and Prospect. Kentueky are not embracing the eastern corridor bridge.
Why should our community and political leaders come out and endorse the downtown bridge ‘
knuv\\ing the negative impact it would have on downtown Jetfersonville with insignificant benefit, if
any. to southern Indiana?

To endorse the downtown bridge if you are a Jeffersonville resident makes no sense whatsoever.
Some people will lose their homes. and secondly. we lose the integrity of our down‘town. And more
importantly. there is little likelihood that state and federal government cou!d cven tunfj two major
infrastructare projects simultaneously with a total projected cost of approximately a billion dollars.

In conclusion. | want to thank vou for the opportunity to express my opinion on this imporlant matter

fucing our community, | strongly urge you to consider my obscrvations and thoughts as vou proceed
in the planning and construction of this project.

Sincerely.

LES MERKLEY
City Councilperson. District |

xes fom Lindley. The Evening News

AN FOUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOVER
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THE CITY OF JEFFERSONVILLE

RON ELLIS 1610 Cameron Drive
Councilperson 2™ District Jeffersonvilie, IN 47130
‘ (812) 282-5641 Home
(502) 727-6884 Mobile
rman55@aol.com

February 5, 2002

As a member of the Common Council of the City of Jeffersonville, and citizen of this community,

I come forth today to voice my support for a two bridge scenario. Being a lifetime resident
B.69Q | ofthis area and having to travel the corridor between Jeffersonville and Louisville frequently, I
have witnessed the tremendous increase in traffic volume. The continually increasing amount of
C.17 cars and trucks traveling north and south on Interstate 65 plus the funneling of Interstates 64 and
71 onto the Kennedy Bridge have combined to create a frightening driving experience for
commuters in this area. [ have often been delayed in the too numerous traffic backups. Luckily, I
have escaped being involved in one of the daily traffic accidents that occur in the Second Street

and Kennedy Bridge corridor.

I think, that in the interest and welfare of this region as a whole, an eastern corridor bridge should
B.46 be constructed as expediently as possible, along with the reconstruction of Spaghetti Junction, and
B.98 then the construction of a downtown bridge. The downtown bridge should connect the 9* Street
* interchange in Louisville with Interstate 65 and 10™ Street in Jeffersonville. This scenario will be
the least damaging to our community, have the best opportunity for future expansion, be more
acceptable to residents on both sides of the river, and furthermore diffuse a traffic safety problem

of enormous proportions.

Ronald G. Ellis
Poat) 8. Pl

Jeffersonville City Council
District II

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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MONROE TOWNSHIP VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT
P.0. BOX 88
315 SOUTH FERGUSON
HENRYVILLE, INDIANA 47126

(812) 294-1738

February 5, 2002

To Whom It May Concern:

We at the Monroe Township

Volunteer Fire Department are in favor of the East End
Bridge. -

B.70

Sincerely,

s LS

Mark Furnish
Fire Chief

RESOLUTION NO. PCR-02-04

RESOLUTION
of the
- NEW ALBANY CITY PLAN COMMISSION
e
Support of Two-Bridge Recommendation with a Spaghetti Junction Redesign

WHEREAS, The New Albany City Plan Commission agrees with the Two-Bridge Recommendation
with a Spaghetti Junction Redesign, Specifically Connecting=|-265 Gene Snyder in
Kentucky with |-265 of Indiana; and

WHEREAS, the facts supporting the need for an I-265 /Snyder Freeway Bridge linking Kentucky and
Indiana are indisputable, and

WHEREAS, a two bridge scenario will be an economic benefit and a traffic relief for the Kentuckiana
area;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the New Albany City Plan Commission hereby supports
an 1-265 Bridge/Downtown Bridge/Spaghetti Junction Redesign, and urges the Federal Highway
Administration to recognize and affirm this need.

ADOPTED by the New Albany City Plan Commission this !q ih day of TEBRUIRY 2002.

Y
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MAXA_PETRY, PRESIDENT
NEW ALBANY CITY PLAN COMMISSION
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RESOLUTION
In Support of Two-Bridge Recommendation With A Spaghetti Junction Redesigu: Specifically Connacting 1265
Geas Sayder in Kentucky with 1-265 in [ndiana

WMIWNMQHMGMMI%SMPWWM Kentucky snd Indiana are indisputable. Not
mv'ilnhudwizh!haapedhmmnmmlonohmnmbrdminw%!lmhhhmuodmﬁ'wm:nm
deterioration of cconamic viability and loss of job opportunities for the Granser Louisville reglon.

Past studes, including the Origo and Destiarion Sy, Oblo R .
work anderway fn the Evh Impact "‘% ver Major Investment Study, and the curreat

1. ::tmmiﬂmdkmedymmm:hlwmmlmCmuarOldhamCﬂmlyhﬂ'Unm
on,
2. Both eastern Clark County in Indlaga
st nty and eastern Jefferson County are undeegoing major population and
3. The two bridge scenario will provide:
¢ The most cost-effective means of solving the community’s transportation needs
¢ The completion of the ciroumferential highway system, thus creating & new alternate route
¢ Volume reductions in the downtown srex
o The greatest bensfit for commercial traffic
*  The best combination of reducing incident impacts and delays in Spaghetii Junction and an shernats
route for avoldance of delays
¢ The gremtest net economic benafit for the region
. mmmmM(mmmuwmmmmnmmmmwo

The public clearly supports the two-bridge alternativa with an I-265 crossing:

1. The 1993 and 1996 Courier-Journal Bluagrass Public Opinion Polls showed overwhelmin support of an 1-265
bridge, smong residents in both Kentucky lndhu.op y

2. mmmmmummmmwmmsmammwmnmymmmmm

3, Numerous comm nnl:ym-lmofﬁohhmdmmm have callsd for the construstion of
bridge: Middk JefR: Chamber; Southern Indisna Chamber; City of Shiviey; Groater
Louisville Inc.; Mayor Armstrong, Representative Northup, Senator Lugar; Representative Hill, Senstor Bayb,
Oovmhmn Govemor O"Bannon; Kentuckians For Better Transportation, etc.

4 The'l'mm:m Policy Committes of KIPDA (the Kentuckisna Plxnning and DMIOpme Agency = our
Emhmm plenning agency) pnanimogaly endorsed this solution for our reglon’s crosariver

i n 1996,

Therefore, we support an 1:365 Bridge/D Brd hetti Junction Redesign snd urge the Federal
Highway Administation o recognize and affirm this need in the Fins! Envi Impact S und its
subsequent Record of Decision.

Om-hmc.dn.\_a.__&gbﬂ,h_ e QURSDDD
Address

E-Mal MWM
NSL}*Qg Date L~ \¥~QQD
Submit to: Touya Fiseher

Southern Indiana Chamber of Commerco
4100 Charlestown Rd.

New Abany, IN 47150

945-0266 (phone)

948-4664 (fax)

RESOLUTION =

In Support of Two-Bridge Recommendation With A Spaghetti Junction Redesign:
Specifically Connecting I-265 Gene Snyder in Kentucky with I-265 in Indiana.

The facts supporting the need for an I-265/Snyder Freeway bridge linking Kentucky and Indiana are indisputable. Not
moving ahead with the expeditious construction of a new eastern bridge will result in increased traffic congestion, deterio-
ration of economic viability and loss of job opportunities for the Greater Louisville region.

Past studies, including the Origin and Destination Study, Ohio River Major Investment Study, and the
current work underway in the Environmental Impact Statement show:

1 Some 35-40% of Kennedy Bridge Traffic is Indiana-east Jefferson County or Oldham County
in origin or destination.
Both eastern Clark County in Indiana and eastern Jefferson County are undergoing major population and
industrial growth
3. The two bridge scenario will provide:

+ The most cost-effective means of solving the community’s transportation needs

The comipletion of the circumferential highway system, thus creating a new alternate route
Volume reductions in the downtown area
The greatest benefit for commercial traffic
The best combination of reducing incident impacts and delays in Spaghetti Junction and an
alternate route for avoidance of delays
The greatest net economic benefit for the region

1
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The greatest reduction in VMT (vehicle miles travelled) and VHT (vehicle hours of travel)

The greatest overall transportation and economic benefit for the entire region

" The public clearly supports the twe-bridge alternative with an 1-265 crossing:

1. The 1993 and 1996 Courier-Journal Bluegrass Public Opinion Polls showed overwhelming support of an I-2635
bridge. among residents in both Kentucky and Indiana.

2. The 1993 Goals for Greater Louisville listed the 1-263 bridge as the number two priority among adults

responding.

Numcrous community groups. elected officials and business organizations have called for the construction of the

bridge: Middletown Chamber: Jeffersontown Chamber; Southern Indiana Chamber; City of Shivley; Greater

Louisville Inc.: Mayor Armstrong: Representative Northrup: Senator Lugar; Representative Hill; Senator Bayh;

Governor Patton: Governor O'Bannon: Kentuckians for Better Transportation. etc.

4 The Transportation Policy Committee of KIPDA (the Kentuckiana Planning and Development Agency - our
region’s transportation planning agency) unanimously endorsed this solutien for our region’s cross-river
deficiency i 1996

Therefore, we support an 1-265 Bridge/Downtown Bridge/Spaghetti Junction Redesign and urge the
Federal Highway administration to recognize and affirm this need in the
Final Environmental Impact Statement and its subsequent Record of Decision.

Organization M_ Phone qq’ 85 353

Address

Submit to:  Tenya Fischer
Southern Indiana Chamber of Commerce
4100 Charlestown Rd., New Albany, IN 47150 /
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February 5, 2002

Mr. John Ballantyne

Federal Highway Administration RS S
John C. Warts Federal Building Chwan \as 2a ymar- TS
330 W. Broadway

Frankfort, KY 40601-1922

Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

My name is Joc Huecker. Iam the Executive Ditector of Regional Youth Services, Inc. a

B.46

privatc non-profit agency in Southern Indian.

1 am writing you in strong support of an east end bridge in Louisville, Ky., which connects
1-265 in Indiana with the Jefferson Freeway in Prospect, Ky.

I also support a second downtown Louisville bridge, but even this is of less importance to
my work.

I employ staff on both sides of the Ohio River and travel is a nightmare. 1 do not want to
take up your time with too many details.

Evansville Office: Jeffersonville Office: Madison Office:
501 John Street, Suite & 224 East Court Avenue 304 Jefferson Street
Evangville, IN 47713 Jeffersonville, IN 47130 Madigon, [N 47250
(812) 422-4741 - Fax (812) 422-4802 (812) 282-8479 + Fax (812) 282-8636 (812) 273-29%2 - Fax (812) 273-2972

If you wish further information please contact me at your convenicncc at 812-282-8479.

RESOLUTION

In Support of Two-Bridge R dation With A Spaghetti Junction Red
Specifically Connecting 1-265 Gene Snyder in Kentucky with I-265 in Indiana

The facts supporting the need for an I-265/Snyder Freeway bridge linking Kentucky and Indiana
are indisputable. Not moving ahead with the expeditious construction of a new eastern bridge will
result in increased traffic congestion, deterioration of economic viability and loss of job
opportunities for the Greater Louisville region.

Past studies, including the Origin and Destination Study, Ohio River Major Investment
Study, and the current work underway in the Evi | Impact Stat t show:

1. Some 35-40% of Kennedy Bridge traffic is Indiana-east Jefferson County or Oldham County
in origin or destination.
2. Both eastern Clark County in Indiana and eastern Jefferson County are undergoing major
population and industrial growth.
3. The two bridge scenario will provide:
The most cost-effective means of solvmg the community’s transportation needs
e The ion of the ci highway system, thus creating a new alternate B 4 6
route N
e Volume reductions in the downtown area
The greatest benefit for commercial raffic
¢ The best combination of reducing incident impacts and delays in Spaghetti Junction
and an alternate route for avoidance of delays
o The greatest net economic benefit for the region
s The greatest reduction in VMT (vehicle miles travelled) and VHT (vehicle hours of
travel)

e The greatest overall transportation and economic benefit for the entire region

The public clearly supports the two-bridge alternative with an 1-265 crossing:

.

1. The 1993 and 1996 Courier-Journal Bluegrass Public Opinion Polls showed overwhelming

support of an I-265 bridge, among residents in both Kentucky and Indiana.

2. The 1993 Goals for Greater Louisville Iisted the I-265 bridge as the number two priority among
adults responding.

- Numerous community groups, elected officials and business organizations have called for the
construction of the bridge: Middletown Chamber; Jeffersontown Chamber; Southern Indiana
Chamber; City of Shivley; Greater Louisville Inc.; Mayor Armstrong, Representative Northup,
Representative Hill, Senator Bayh, Governor Patton; Governor O’Bannon; Kentuckians For
Better Transportation, etc.

4. The Transportation Policy Committee of KIPDA (the Kentuckiana Planning and Development

Agency — our region’s transportation planning agency) unanimously endorsed this solution for
our region’s cross-river deficiency in 1996.

w

Therefore, we support an I-265 Bridge/Downtown Bridge/Spaghetti Junction Redesign and
urge the Federal Highway Administation to recognize and affirm this need in the Final
Envir I Impact S and its subseq; Record of Decision.

e

Or (4, of Cottsber Phone_ 5 /-2 - 73/.1»%/(,,?
Address o< g /77L (' /?' e
Signed _LAZM__‘L/&JW 777;W¢ o Date 7-4/-J/

Submit to: Tonya Fischer
Southern Indiana Chamber of Commerce
4100 Charlestown Rd.
New Albany, IN 47150
945-0266 (phone)
948-4664 (fax)
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In Support of Two-Bridge R dation With A Spaghetti Juncti
Specificalty Connccting I-265 Gene Snyder in K:ntnckywith 1-265 in Indiana

Thefzmsuppomngtheneedforanl -265/Snyder Freeway bridge linking Kentucky and Indiana
are mdasputs,ble Not moving ahead wuh the exp:dmous construction of a new eastern bridge will
result in d traffic of ic viability and loss of job
opportunities for the Greater Louisville region.

Past studies, incinding the Origin and Destination Study, Olm River Mn]nr Investment
Study, and the current work underway in the Evir Impact Si show:

1. Some 35-40% of Kennedy Bridge traffic is Indiana-east Jefferson County or Oldham County
in origin or destination.
2. Both eastern Clark County in Indiana and eastern Jefferson County are undergoing major
population and industrial growth.
3. The two bridge scenario will provide:
. The most cost-effective means of solvmg the community’s transportation needs
. letion of the ci ghway system, thus creating a new altemate
B.46 Thes
* Volume reductions in the downtown area
« The greatest benefit for commercial traffic
o The best combination of reducing incident impacts and delays in Spaghetti Junction
and ap alternate route for avoidance of delays
o The greatest net economic benefit for the region
o The greatest reduction in VMT (vehicle miles travelled) and VHT (vehicle hours of
wavel)

The public clearly supports the two-bridge alternative with an 1-265 crossing:

1. The 1993 and 1996 Courier-Journal Bluegrass Public Opinion Polls showed overwhelming
support of an 1-265 bridge, among residents in both Kentucky and Indiana.
2. The 1993 Goals for Greater Louisville listed the I-265 bridge as the number two priotity among

adults responding.
3. Numerous community p,roups, elected officials and busmess organizations have called for the
construction of the bridge: 1 Chamber; Chamber; Southern Indiana

Chamber; City of Shivley; Greater Louisville Inc Mayor Armstrong, Representative Northup,
Representative Hill, Senator Bayh, Governor Patton; Governor O’Bannon; Kentuckians For
Better Transportation, etc.
4. The Transportation Policy Committee of KIPDA (the Kentuckiana Planning and Development
. Agency — our region’s transportation planning agency) upanimousjy endorsed this solution for
our region’s cross-river deficiency in 1996.

Thercfore, we support an [-265 Brid, Brid i Junction Redesign and
urge the Federal Highway Admmutauon to recognize and affirm this need in the Final
Envir ! Impact S and its sub Reeord of Decisi
Organization . T o Sk Phone__ §42-Srz-vozo

Address JFog 2/~ ﬂ’g Tara s SV ém Ze), ToaR”

5‘@%@’_(__ Title %uzu___ 10—

Submitto:  Tonya Fischer
Southern Indiana Chamber of Commeree
4160 Charlestown Rd.
New Albany, IN 47150
945-0266 (phone)
948-4664 (fax)
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LIST OF PETITION PARTIES
WITH COMMENT/RESPONSE REFERENCES



ROSE HILL NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

WE, RESIDENTS OF THE ROSE HILL NEIGHBORHOOD AND THE OLD
JEFFERSONVILLE HISTORIC DISTRICT, ARE OPPOSED TO BUILDING ANY NEW
DOWNTOWN BRIDGE ON THE UPSTREAM OR EAST SIDE OF THE KENNEDY
BRIDGE

IT WOULD DAMAGE OUR NEIGHBORHOOD EVEN MORE THAN THE
KENNEDY BRIDGE ALREADY HAS THERE WOULD BE MORE LOUD NOISE, AND
THE NEW BRIDGE'S HUGE, HIGH GIRDERS WOULD INTRUDE EVEN FURTHER INTO
THE VIEW FROM OUR RESIDENTTAL AREA.

WERE ALREADY DOING OUR PART WITH A BRIDGE IN OUR HISTORIC
NEIGHBORHOOD AND WE DON'T WANT ANOTHER ONE IT SHOULD BE PUT
SOMEWHERE ELSE
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ROSE HILL NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

WE, RESIDENTS OF THE ROSE HILL NEIGHBORHOOD AND THE OLD
JEFFERSONVILLE HISTORIC DISTRICT, ARE OPPOSED TO BUILDING ANY NEW
DOWNTOWN BRIDGE ON THE UPSTREAM OR EAST SIDE OF THE KENNEDY

BRIDGE
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DEIS - Comments Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc

Last Name First Name Type Comment Association

Doney Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
Barner Martha Letter Rosehill Nieghborhood Assoc
Blake JoAnne Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
Carden Karen Letter Rosehill Nieghborhood Assoc
Carden Doug Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
Cooks Ed Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
Gift Dianne Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
Gilbert Nedda Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
Grison KR Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
Hessig Mary Letter Rosehill Nieghborhood Assoc
Hood Susan Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
Jenkins Ben Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
Lewis Flo Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
Lewis Bob Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
Love Jack Letter Rosehill Nieghborhood Assoc
McCarty Bill Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
McCornil Tracy Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
McCutcheon Sari Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
Pane Biren Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
Suell Gail Letter Rosehill Nieghborhood Assoc
Swebs Hal Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
Thorn Kari Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc
Trauchetood Neill Letter Rosehill Neighborhood Assoc

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Page 1 of 1



i‘ Greater Louisville Inc. @

The Metro Chamber of Commerce_

RESOLUTION -
GLI Economic Development Committee

Transportation has always been the lifeblood of the Louisville region. Because of a need to
transport goods around the Falls of the Ohio River, our community was funded more than two
centuries ago as a transfer and trading depot. In the 1800s, great railroad lines and river
commerce brought us growth and prosperity. In the 1900s, interstate highways and air cargo
were added to our already rich transportation and distribution resources.

Now the effectiveness of a major part of our transportation system -- our highways and cross-
river connections -- is slowly eroding because it can’t handle worsening congestion and safety
problems, and because it provides no room for growth. If traffic can’t move freely on the
highways crossing our region, growth in our regional economy is restricted and eventually
strangled.

Traffic on the I-65 Kennedy Bridge is already over capacity, and Spaghetti Junction is choked
and unsafe. Continuing growth in the eastern portions of our region demands accommodation
for burgeoning traffic in that area as well. We need botia*downtown-and easthc}'ff_b_’rl:g’lgg? and a
rebuilding omf we are going to keep our traffic movement system flowing
freely. Given our region’s estimated growth, the additional capacity provided by building only
one bridge would be almost fully used up by 2025.

Building two bridges also is the best regional strategy, because our highways carry motorists
from 23 counties across our regional economy. Downtown and eastern bridges yield benefits to
both sides of the Ohio River, and improve traffic flow throughout the region.

This is not a question of “either/or”. This is the time for our community to reach for “both/and™:
build both bridges and rebuild Spaghetti Junction to ensure that our historic role as a
transportation crossroads can continue into our children’s future and beyond.

The following members of the Greater Louisville Inc. Economic Development Steering
Committee have given their endorsement to the resolution. .

Wayne Allen Tom Scanlan v Ed Glasscock \/'
Katayama American Compan Scan Steel Frost Brown Todd, PLLC
Shelbyville, Kentucky __ Jeffersonville, Indiana Louisville, Kentucky

John Brooks Chuck Moore v Al Oliver J
Arthur Andersen v Eagle Steel Products, Inc. The Oliver Group, Inc.
Louisville, Kentucky Jeffersonville, Indiana Louisville, Kentucky /
Dean Robert Taylor Bill Pearse v’ Jim Gaunt

University of Louisville Apolmmune, Inc. Fifth Third Bank Kentucky, Inc.
Louisville, Kentucky _ Louisville, Kentucky Louisville, Kentucky
Rudy Straub ‘/

E & H Integrated Systems

Louisville, Kentucky

600 W. Main Street ¢ Louisville, Kentucky 40202-4201 # (502) 625-0000 * Fax (502) 625-0010 e greaterlouisville.com



DEILS - Comments

Greater Louisville

Last Name First Name Type Comment Association

Allen Wayne Letter Greater Louisville
Brooks John Letter Greater Louisville
Gaunt Jim Letter Greater Louisville
Glasscock Ed Letter Greater Louisville
Moore Chuck Letter Greater Louisville
Oliver Al Letter Greater Louisville
Pearse Bill Letter Greater Louisville
Scanlan Tom Letter Greater Louisville
Straub Rudy Letter Greater Louisville
Taylor Dean Letter Greater Louisville

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Page 1 of 1



\§

g

. :\ _n«
February 22, 2002 FRECEIVED
FEB 2 5 2002
T0 —

Mr. John Ballantyne HDA
Federal Highway Administration ﬁ?ﬁ i
John C. Watts Federal Building H; = f ]
330 W. Broadway e —— 17—
Frankfort, KY.-40601-1922 —=cc: John Carr - KYTC _

t'.  Charles Raymer - CTS
Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

We wish to address issues raised by citizens concerned about the impact of the
bridges project on West Louisville.

We agree that any major transportation improvement should be viewed as part of
a larger regional network that improves access and economic development
potential for all parts of the region. The two-bridge scenario, including a
complete redesign of Spaghetti Junction with a parallel 1-65 bridge, does just
that.

West Louisville has significant advantages as a site for business development
because of its transportation access, according to a recent study by the
nationally respected Initiative for a Competitive Inner City. The lifeline of goods,
people, and services flowing through 1-64, 1-65, and 1-265 to West Louisville is
Spaghetti Junction. If current traffic congestion and safety problems in this area
continue to worsen over the next decade without relief from an improved
Spaghetti Junction and a parallel 1-65 bridge, the threats to redevelopment in
West Louisville will be severe.

A paraiiel I-65 downtown bridge with a rebuilt Spaghetti Junction, coupled with an
eastern county bridge, will provide the best long-term benefits for the entire
region — including West Louisville — in improved traffic flow and access, reduced
air pollution, and decreased travel time.

The long term solution to the Spaghetti Junction problem, when combined with
public policies that encourage and direct revitalization of inner-city areas, will
have a far greater impact on West Louisville than an upstream bridge or the
threat of suburban development. Happily, the recent and current history of
development in Louisville suggests that these revitalization policies continue to
be a priority.

Greater ouisifi];le Inc.

The Metro Chamber of Commeres



Mr John Ballantyne
Page 2

West Louisville has seen an entire new neighborhood of market-rate, mixed-
income housing developed in the Park DuValle area, new upper-income homes
in Fontaine Estates along the river, and dozens of new and renovated homes In
the Russell area — to mention a few New and renovated housing in Smoketown,
Broadway, and the medical center areas east of downtown Louisville has
stabilized neighborhoods and attracted residents and workers, as have new
apartment and condo developments in the Main Street area

The publicly-supported Louisville Community Development Bank and Nia Center
In West Louisville have for the last decade helped develop new business
enterprises in the urban core, with services ranging from financial aid to business
incubators Government incentives have helped bring retail shopping to areas
long starved for such services along West Broadway and in Parkland, as two
examples The Transit Authority of River City has developed a transit center to
help connect West Louisville residents with jobs throughout the county

We support both an eastern and a downtown bridge, with improvements to
Spaghetti Junction, in the firm belief that these improvements will benefit
residents of the entire region

Sincerely,

Tutiiom ks S5ty Bt Yy
Robert Lanum \/ Charles Garmon \/ Kelly Downard \/ Michael Harreld\/

Chairman Chairman j Chairman Chairman

Regional Leadership Southern Indiana Downtown Greater
Coalition Chamber of Commerce Development Corp Louisvilie Inc



DEIS - Comments Ohio River Bridges Coalition

Last Name First Name Type Comment Association

Downard Kelly Letter Ohio River Bridges Coalition
Garmon Charles Letter Ohio River Bridges Coalition
Harreld Michael Letter Ohio River Bridges Coalition
Lanum Robert Letter Ohio River Bridges Coalition

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Page 1 of 1
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Charlie Sell Beipse foiere

~ 5104 Forest Grove Place ~ Prospect, Kentucky 40059
Fax 502-228-5852 ~ Home Phone 502-228-5153 ~ Email charlie-sell@home-com

February 20, 2002

Mr. John Ballantyne

Federal Highway Administration
John C. Watts Federal Building
330 W. Broadway

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601-1922

Dear Mr. Ballantyne;

I am enclosing a copy of a document that was sent to John Clement in July of last year. Iask that

this document be made part of the official DEIS response program.

This document was signed by 250 residents of Bridgepointe subdivision located in Prospect. It
clearly outlines our feelings about solving the downtown traffic problems first and the need for
an Eastern Bridge, It also raises issues of concerns that will have a significant detrimental
impacts, sufficient to constitute an inverse condemnation of our property. (traffic on already
dangerous US 42 at Bridgepointe, any full diamond or cloverleaf interchange bringing more
traffic on to US 42, traffic sound and noise increases, blasting and vibration from construction,
and hazardous materials transported close to our residences)

Thank you for your help in adding this to the public response program.

Sincerely,

D)
Charles M. Sell

President of bridgepointe Homeowners Association

RECEIVED

FEB 2 2 2002

10
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‘I§ cc: John Carr— KYTC
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POINTE

P.O. Box 781 * Prospect, Kentucky 40059

July 21, 2001

Mr. John Clements, P.E. via U.S. Certified Mail
Project Manager - Ohio River Bridges Project

Community Transportation Solution (CTS)

10000 Shelbyville Road, Suite 110

Louisville, KY 40223

Dear Mr. Clements:

The community of Bridgepointe in Prospect, Kentucky is a Federally designated Section 106
Consulting Party and is located at the intersection of the Snyder Freeway (Route 841) and Route
42 (map attached). Accordingly, Bridgepointe faces extreme jeopardy from direct construction
impacts of the approximate $1 Billion Ohio River Bridges Project if a bridge is built in Eastern
Jefferson County, Kentucky along proposed Alignments A13, AlS, or Al6.

We the 250 undersigned residents of Bridgepointe, are concerned that CTS may recommend
building an Ohio River bridge in Eastern Jefferson County, Kentucky without solving the critical
Downtown Louisville traffic problem. Although much has been written and said about this
proposal, we have not received a clearly written analysis, supported by a reliable origin and
destination traffic study which demonstrates that spending up to $500 million for an Eastern
Bridge is warranted. In fact, we understand that all studies to date have unanimously concluded
the significant traffic problem in Downtown Louisville can only be solved by building a
Downtown Bridge and reconstructing related access ramps. We also believe Region V of the US
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) concluded that preliminary study information which
it received did not justify an Eastern Bridge. Accordingly, we would appreciate receiving a
concise written summary of any factually supported growth assumptions and traffic studies which
you believe clearly demonstrate the benefits of an Eastern Bridge will exceed the potential $500
million taxpayer cost.

We believe the present case for an Eastern Bridge is far from compelling and we look forward to
receiving your report. However, since proposed “build” alternatives could substantially degrade
and endanger our neighborhood - we are compelled to describe key direct construction impacts
threatening Bridgepointe. We recognize that until the formal Community Impact Assessment is
prepared, we cannot determine whether this list is complete. Without stipulating the adequacy of
restitution or recovery, we have described certain basic mitigation actions we believe are
necessary regarding proposed Alignments A13, A1S5, and A16. We also hereby request a written
response regarding mitigation of these construction impacts. Unless fully mitigated, we believe
each of the following five items will have significant detrimental impacts, sufficient to constitute
an inverse condemnation of our property.



Mr. John Clements
July 21, 2001
Page 2

1. SIGNIFICANT DANGER INDUCED AT THE BRIDGEPOINTE
SUBDIVISION ENTRANCE

The entrance to Bridgepointe at Route 42 is currently extremely dangerous, particularly for
traffic exiting the community by turning south onto Route 42 and for traffic entering the
community while turning left when approaching from the north. Accordingly, the Jefferson
County Public Schools have prohibited buses from using Bridgepointe’s entrance. Additional
traffic induced by the immediately adjacent Alignments A13, Al5, or A16 would create an
unacceptable level of danger. This danger will certainly include a significant volume of
additional erratic U-turns (by automobiles and tractor trailers) at the Bridgepointe entrance. If
you have any reliable facts indicating that significant additional induced traffic danger will not
occur (adjacent to a potential new 1-way interstate interchange), we respectfully request a
clearly and concisely written report as soon as possible. - '

MITIGATION ACTIONS: We believe it is critical that the limits of construction for
Alignments A13, Al15, and A16 be expanded to improve Route 42 at the Bridgepointe
entrance by: grading the slight rise in Route 42 (south of Bridgepointe) flat to improve line of
sight, widening the roadway in front of Bridgepointe to accommodate a turn lane, and
installing a traffic signal at the Bridgepointe entrance.

2. SOUND WALLS REQUIRED ALONG APPROACHES TO TUNNELS
AT ROUTE 42

Six lanes of high speed interstate traffic are proposed to pass along and into Bridgepointe,
leading to an approximate one-third mile tunnel under Route 42 (Alignments A13 & AlS).
This roadway is currently two lanes of local traffic - mostly residential with very little truck
traffic. The proposed alignments, which cut directly into Bridgepointe, would eliminate much
of the existing roadside berm, extensive sound deadening vegetation, and existing private
sound barriers. The proposed six lanes of high-speed interstate traffic will certainly generate
vastly increased noise levels, which will be heavily amplified with the “megaphone” effect of
the tunnel. This noise will certainly reflect off of the south wall of the proposed 1-265
“trench” into Bridgepointe, significant noise will “spill over” the North wall of the I-265
“trench” into Bridgepointe, and additional noise on Route 42 will impact Bridgepointe. These
patterns will vastly increase the decibel level within the Bridgepointe Community and

significantly degrade property values.

MITIGATION ACTIONS: A concrete sound wall extending approximately 800 yards from
the Route 42 tunnel must be constructed along Bridgepointe’s southern border and,
Bridgepointe’s western border along Route 42 must also be protected. Such sound walls
should be of sufficient height to deflect noise above all dwelling elevations in Bridgepointe and



Mr. John Clements
July 21, 2001
Page 3

safely permit full recreational use of private property bordering such walls. In addition, such

walls should be constructed of maximum sound absorbing material, be conducive to blending
with the natural surroundings by supporting the growth of ivy or other plant materials, and be
extensively shielded with trees and other plantings so as to maintain the long-standing natural
appearance of private property in this location.

3. PROPOSED INTERCHANGE “E16B” IS NOT VIABLE

The proposed E16B (2-way, full diamond) interchange for Alignments A13 and A15
introduces six lanes of traffic at the “back gate” of Bridgepointe onto a very narrow two-lane
section of Wolf Pen Branch Road. This design strongly encourages north-bound exiting
interstate traffic to “cut through” Bridgepointe’s narrow residential streets. Despite proposed
widening of Wolf Pen Branch Road to 6 lanes, the surrounding roadways will certainly receive
major increases in traffic, including significant tractor-trailer traffic. Among others, the
following roadways cannot safely or adequately support this traffic: all streets in
Bridgepointe, all sections of Wolf Pen Branch Road which are not widen to six lanes,
Springdale Road, Barbour Lane, all streets in Green Springs, many streets in Wolf Creek and
Route 42. Further, any attempt to introduce this volume of traffic from a two-way interstate
interchange will significantly degrade property values.

MITIGATION ACTIONS: We believe it is clear that Alignments A13 and Al15 can only
support a one-way interchange, and accordingly the two-way E16B interchange proposal
should be eliminated.

4. BLASTING, CONSTRUCTION & OTHER VIBRATION IMPACTS

Continuous blasting, ripping, cutting and ramming for up to three years may be required to
construct Alignment A13 or A15. This work would be required to remove more than a mile
of solid rock (six lanes wide with depths up to 50 feet) along Bridgepointe’s entire southern
border and, to construct a $50 million one-third mile tunnel under Route 42 & westward to
protect the Drumanard property (which was recently purchased by a private individual). This
blasting, ripping, cutting and ramming will have a significant detrimental impact on
Bridgepointe residents during this entire three year period. Such impacts may include
structural damage to homes (both concealed and unconcealed); continuous rock dust and dirt
contaminating windows, automobiles, out-door furniture, air conditioners, plants, etc.;
agitation and physical harm to pets, and disruption of outdoor activity for children and quiet
enjoyment of property by homeowners. In addition, roadbed vibration and resultant damage
from heavy traffic would continue indefinitely. A senior CTS engineer also indicated the
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Mr. John Clements
July 21, 2001
Page 4

existing Route 841 / Snyder Freeway could likely be closed between Route 42 and I-71 during
this entire three year construction period. This could have a significant adverse impact on
traffic in Eastern Jefferson and Oldham counties.

MITIGATION ACTIONS: The damage inflicted on Bridgepointe residents as described
above will require significant compensatory payments. Accordingly, we hereby request a
written proposal outlining a fair and reasonable method for computing such payments. In
addition, we request a written proposal for adequately handling traffic (during the
construction period) that currently uses Route 841 between Route 42 and I-71.

5. HAZARDOUS MATERIAL DANGER

Construction of Alignment A13 or A15 could introduce significant volumes of hazardous
material traveling at high speeds in extremely close proximity to homes in Bridgepointe.
Further, constructing a tunnel under Route 42 significantly increases the danger of hazardous
spills and explosions due to the proximity of concrete tunnel face abutments and restricted
mobility within the tunnels. As you know, the Federal Highway Administration publication at:

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/////bridge/prevent l.htm

graphically describes the significant dangers of tunnel explosions and concludes that
“explosive or potentially explosive materials should not under any circumstances be allowed

transit through highway tunnels”.

MITIGATION ACTIONS: To avoid the danger of hazardous material spills and explosions
in a residential neighborhood, hazardous material should be prohibited in the proposed tunnel
along the Eastern Bridge route. The strictest possible speed and safety enforcement actions
should also be implemented along the approaches to the tunnels. These should include
adequate advance warning signs and constant (24x7), fully automated speed violation
detection (“photo-radar”) with automatic issuance of citations by mail. Procceds from
citations should be payable to the Clty of Prospect.

We respectfully request a certlfied letter detailing the information requested above including:
¢ any information you have which in any way disputes or disagrees with the need
for the MITIGATION ACTIONS described above, and

¢ any valid traffic studies which specifically justify building an Eastern Bridge.

Thank you very much for your assistance and please provide the requested information to Mr.
Charles Sell, President - Bridgepointe Homeowners Association, P.O. Box 781, Prospect, KY
40059. Please contact Mr. Sell at 502-228-5153 (or charlie.sell@hygiene.sca.se if you have any
questions or would like any additional information.
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Sincerely,
BRIDGEPOINTE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, BOARD MEMBERS

Charles Sell, Presidént J ka

o ie %

Bev Cresbaugh /)ﬁff ppenheimer
% 9&/,& /7762/mu [I.)Vd amnda/
Theresa Glye Nancy Sander /

A@AJQZ&_ %ﬂ%w/

Dan'Hzins

ATTACHMENTS:
¢ MAP OF EXPECTED A13/A15 EASTERN BRIDGE ROUTE

¢ SIGNATURES OF 250 BRIDGEPOINTE RESIDENTS

¢: KENTUCKY EXECUTIVE ADMINISTRATION: Paul Patton, Steve Henry, James C. Codell 111,
William Monhollon; KENTUCKY LEGISLATURE: Hubert Collins, Julie Rose Denton, Bob
DeWeese, Jeff Hoover, David Karem, Dan Kelly, Harry Moberly Jr., Virgil Moore, Jody
Richards, Richie Sanders Jr., Gregory Stumbo, David Williams; US LEGISLATURE: Jim
Bunning, Fritz Hollings, Mitch McConnell, Patty Murray, Bob Ney, Anne Northup, Tom Petri,
Hal Rogers; US EXECUTIVE ADMINISTRATION: Norman Mineta (DOT), John Baxter (FHWA),
Edward Kussy (FHWA), Heinz Mueller (EPA), Vincent Schimmoller (FHWA), Jose
Sepulveda (FHWA), Ken Westlake (EPA); LOCAL ADMINISTRATION: Mark Adams, David
Armstrong, Lonnie Falk, Rebecca Jackson; CTS: Tim Hagerty; Kay Stewart;
WWW.BPOINTE.COM




SIGNATURES oF BRIDGEPOINTE RESIDENTS
OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT
AFFIRMING REQUEST FOR INFORMATION CONCERNING
¢+ JUSTIFICATION FOR AN EASTERN JEFFERSON COUNTY BRIDGE, and
¢ MITIGATION OF DIRECT CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
LETTER TO MR JOHN A CLEMENTS - JULY 21, 2001

Signature
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SIGNATURES oF BRIDGEPOINTE RESIDENTS
OHIO RIVER BRIDGES PROJECT
AFFIRMING REQUEST FOR INFORMATION CONCERNING
¢+ JUSTIFICATION FOR AN EASTERN JEFFERSON COUNTY BRIDGE, and
¢ MITIGATION OF DIRECT CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
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DEIS - Comments Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc

Last Name First Name Type Comment Association
S Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Cynthia Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
H Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
M Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
A Lynn Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Albert Barbara Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Albert John Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Albert Elizabeth Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Albert Carolyn Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Bachelor janet Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Baker G Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Ballert B Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Ballert Miriam Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Batchelor Ross Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Benard Larry Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Bernard Garry Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Bernard Betty Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Bouchard Larry Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Bronskey Betty Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Brown James Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Brown Gregory Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Brown Dianne Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Brown J Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Brown Michael Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Bunskey Ellen Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Bunskey Jack Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc

Wednesday, August 21, 2002 Page 1 of 9



Last Name First Name Type Comment Association

Burckardt Bob Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Burckardt Robert Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Cahill Melissa Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Cahill F Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Carter Charles Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Carter Brenda Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Cassady Michael Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Chirch Perry Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Chirch Bobbie Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Cresbaugh Beverly Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Cresbaugh Robert Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Cruelas Roland Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Davies Toni Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Davis Thomas Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Deatrick Penny Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Deatrick David Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Devadas Chris Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Devadas Saavi Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Doug David Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Dues Bernadette Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Duggins David Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Duggins Kelley Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Duncan Brad Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Duncan Susan Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Elliott David Letter Bridgepointe Nieghborhood Assoc
Epstein William Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Epstein Linda Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Farley Thomas Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Farley Sally Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Fredric Louis Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
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French Joe Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Friedman Debra Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Friedman Alan Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Garcia Lynn Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Garcia G Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Garcia Deborah Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Gautreaux Shelsa Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Ghazipour Aziz Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Gilbert Lance Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Gilbert Amy Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Glye David Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Glye Theresa Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Goldsmith Elizabeth Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Goldsmith George Letter Bridgepointe Nieghborhood Assoc
Gossamore Evolyn Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Gosser Kathleen Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Gray Dennis Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
H Norma Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
H Mike Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Haeberle Brent Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Haeberle Joan Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Hafendorfer Dan Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Hafendorfer Patricia Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Haluatgis Edith Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
haluntys Sammual Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Harrison Harriet Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Harrison Hank Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Hart Kerry Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Hart Linda Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Hazard Margaret Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
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Heins Dan Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Heins Kim Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Hersch George Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Hersch Jane Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Hiken Susn Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Hikens James Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Holloway Terry Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Holloway Caroline Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Horne Dale Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Horne Rachel Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
House Elizabeth Letter Bridgepointe Nieghborhood Assoc
House Edward Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Howard Henry Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Howard Enne Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Howard Beverly Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Huang Wei-Feng Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Huang Dinah Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Huelsman Martin Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Huelsman Shirley Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Hyatt Joyce Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Hyatt Philip Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Hymes William Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Hymes Dena Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Jackson Janet Letter Bridgepointe Neighbofhood Assoc
Jackson Robert Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Jalayer Behrooz Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Jalayer Shahla Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Johannes Bill Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Kelley Daniel Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
King Demaris Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
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King David Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Krekel Rich Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Krekel Barbara Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Larlin Gili Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Larlin Thomas Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Larson Ingrid Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Larson Jerald Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Laurth Jim Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Lawrence Debbie Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Lawrence George Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Lenz Marcia Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Lenz Kenneth Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Lezat Wendy Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Lezat A Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Linser Sandra Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Linson M Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Mackey Don Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Mackey Maria Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Marks Lois Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Marks lvan Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Marsano Luis Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Marsano Norma Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Marshall Jane Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Marshall Bill Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Marshall HA Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Marshall Sandra Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assco
Marshall Cameron Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Mazhary Fereshtch Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
McClinton D Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
McClinton Denise Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
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McConkey Susan Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
McConkey Dale Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assco
Meyer John Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Meyer Donna Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Miller Cindy Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Miller Wayne Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Montgomery Eileen Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Moulton Justin Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Nemec Diana Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Nemec Brent Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Newcomer Jennifer Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Newcomer Timothy Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Olliges Donna Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Olliges Bruce Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Oppenkeun Gail Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Opperkeun Mark Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Owen Jeanette Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Owen Lisa Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Owens Sean Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Owens Brigette Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
P Robert Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Parlsey Mary Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Parsley Archie Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Pass Harold Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Pass Anita Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Paulin Karen Letter Bridgepointe Nieghborhood Assoc
Pawelle Joyce Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Penner Carol Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Penner Daniel Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Perry Larry Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
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Perry Gina Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Petrosky Anne Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Petrosky Dennis Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Prince Robert Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Prince Sharon Letter Bridgepointe Nieghborhood Assoc
Reznikoff Vicki Letter Bridgepointe Nieghborhood Assoc
Sander Larry Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Sander Nancy Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Schaller Stephen Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Schaller Gina Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Schell Lynn Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Schiler Arlene Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Sedmin Zin Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Sell Charles Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Sell Charles Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Sell Winnie Letter Bridgepointe Nieghborhood Assoc
Seyal Sara Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Seyal Saleem Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Shicliff Beverly Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Shinchoff James Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Shpilberg Karen Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Shpilberg Victor Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Smith Maxene Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Smith Irene Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Smith Douglaas Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Sohman Saberina Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Spiclberg Gregg Letter Bridgepointe Nieghborhood Assoc
Stevens Gary Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Stevens Patrice Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Stewart Julie Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
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Stewart Charles Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Straka Sharon Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Straka Michael Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Strauss Gayle Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Swartzwell Rachael Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Thomas Leslie Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Thomas Leon Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Thomas Chad Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Underhill Mel Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Underhill Helene Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Vaughn Edgar Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Vaughn Doris Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Vollmer Barbara Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Vollmer Richard Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Wagner Valerie Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Wagner Kevin Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Walker Sheila Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Walker Dominic Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Wallace Runt Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Wauner David Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Weihe Kary Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Wetech Carolyn Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Wetsch Eric Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Whitfield Charleen Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Whitfield Chris Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Wildman Spencer Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Wildman Janice Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Wilson Minnette Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Wilson Jim Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Wood Stephen Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
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Wood Mona Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Young Glenn Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Young Anne Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Yu Jenny Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Yu Jerry Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Yunkun Kimberly Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Yunkun Jeffery Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Zaino Sherrie Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhood Assoc
Zaino Russ Letter Bridgepointe Neighborhodd Assoc
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The Harbor at Harrod’s Creek
Prospect, Kentucky 40059
February 12, 2002

John Ballantyne N
Federal Highway Admunistration

John C Watts Federal Building

330 W Broadway

Frankfort, KY 40601-1922

Dear Mr Ballantyne
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{r_ Charles Ra?mer -

We are residents of the Harbor at Harrod’s Creek Condominium meeting tomght to
express our distress that as things stand now, if either A-13 orA-15 or A-16 1s chosen as

the approach to the East Side Bridge, our lives will be wrreparably changed

This approach would take several of our homes, come very close to other homes and rise
over our marina No other route leaves so many residents living 1n the shadow of the

bridge

Because the approach rises above our common land the noise level, which exceeds NAC

standards, will be almost impossible to mitigate

Because the Harbor will be lower than the bridge the exhaust from the trucks and
automobiles will pollute the atmosphere and sink down to put at nisk our health

Because of these factors the property of homes and land will be devalued

This 1s a serene and beautiful place of forty-two acres that we share with wild ife More
than 200 of us live 1n 168 units of the condominium Our homes are situated around two
small lakes and along the creek We are a microcosm of society teachers, attorneys,
admunistrative assistants, ministers, accountants, sales representatives, engineers and

retired folk

We ask that you do all in your power to have the approach to the bridge re-designed
to avoid going through the Harbor at Harrod’s Creek property for the sake of all of

us and for the sake of the metropolitan area.
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DEIS - Comments The Harbors of Harrods Creek

Last Name First Name Type Comment Association

Charlette Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Ackermann Bob Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Ackermann Margarett Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Asherafy Jene Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Backert Becky Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Backert Bernye Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Belcher Tim Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Benton Vicki Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Blake Joey Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
C Kenneth Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Carroll Constance Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Collins Paula Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Cowart Dalare Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Cox Shirley Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Coyle Ren Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Dan Lewis Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Darling Patty Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Dooley Ruby Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Dudgeon Barbara Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Dudgeon Tom Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Eiche Jana Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Erich Barbara Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Faurt Doris Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Fischer Judith Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Fouts Peggy Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Fox Bill Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Fox Ruth Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Fuller Wanda Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
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Green Carolyn Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Hatfield Carol Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Hayes Laura Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Hobbes Shirley Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Hopewell Barbara Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Huffman Michael Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Huneke John Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Huneke Claire Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Hutchenson Ray Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Hutchenson Ellarae Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Hwang Evelyn Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Johnson M Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Johnson Martha Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Jones Brenda Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Kemper Joan Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Kuttns Mary Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Lerner Pat Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Lotter Betty Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Mansfield Juanita Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Mansfield William Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
McClure Eugene Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
McMiller Betty Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Meyer Sally Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Meyer Thomas Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Miller Art Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Miller Kathy Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Mistler Jake Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Mistler Bonnie Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Moore Hugh Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Mooser Sandra Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
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Morris Darlene Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Mullin Henry Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Nupolilli Karen Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Nupolilli Bob Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Oliver Craig Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Parkins Fritz Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Pedri Curtis Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Peterworth Nancy Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Peterworth Bob Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Phister Doris Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Reuther Vivkie Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Reuther Jim Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Roberts Nora Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Roberts Morgan Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Robinson Bob Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Roche Barbara Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Rolfes Paula Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Scheider Sherry Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Schneider Wayne Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Silletto John Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Simmons Willie Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Sloane William Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Smith Karen Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Smith Robert Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Snyder Marilyn Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Spence Janet Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Spiefal Sanford Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Spiegel Jilene Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Stein Russell Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Teshak Steven Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
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Thompson Patrick Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Thurston Lynn Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Tighe Rob Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Wainwright Harold Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Walser Jay Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Wilson Art Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Wilson Francis Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
Wooser Kenneth Letter The Harbors of Harrods Creek
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Appendix E.3

LIST OF LETTERS INDIVIDUALLY TYPED
ON COMPANY LETTERHEAD



DEIS- Company Responses on Letterhead

Last Name

Type Comment

Company

Bennett
blankenbeker
Buscher
carlisle
cecil
denny
ereson
Furnish Banet
Guthrie
hankins
hoehn
jacobi
Koetter
Lockwood
miller
moore
Nowling
orem
Page
scanlan
Smith
smith
Stone
sullivan
torres
Vogler

watkins

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Comment Form

Letter

Letter

Letter

Form Letter

Letter

Form Letter

Letter

Letter

Letter

Letter

Letter

Letter

Letter

Letter

Letter

Comment Form

Letter

Comment Form

Letter

Letter

Letter

Letter

Letter

Letter

Letter

Comment Form

Paul Semonin Realtors

Clark County Surveyor

Silgas

Fire King International, Inc.
community bank of indiana
Denny Transport, Inc.

dearborn co convention

West Clark Community Schools
West Clark Community Schools
Medical Billing Group, LLC
Cornerstone Group

FD Jacobi Sodding Service, Inc.
Koetter Construction

Silver Creek Dental Laboratory
Hospice & Palliative Care

Eagle Steel Products, Inc.

Paul Semonin Realtors
Heritage Bank

Paul Semonin Realtors
ScanSteel Service Center, Inc.
West Clark Community Schools
Smith Bartlett Heeke Carpenter & Thompson
Horizons Travel, Inc.

Henryville Community Assoc., Inc.
Serrot Club

Faith Lutheran Church

New Hope Services, Inc.
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DEIS - Company Responses on Letterhead

Last Name Type Comment Company

Brooks Letter Roll Forming Corp.

Buckman Letter Career Resources

Chinn Letter David Chinn Attorney at Law
Cobb Letter Appriss

Dahlem Letter Dahlem Realty

Day Letter Access Career Grouop
Detterman Letter Calvin Presbyterian Church
Dickinson Letter Gresham Smith and Partners
Fatland Letter Pure Power of Kentucky
Hamilton Letter Crowe Chizek

Higdon Letter Greater Louisville Inc.

Ivey Letter Brown & Williamson Tobacco
Kamin Letter Calvin Presbyterian Church
Leathers Letter Roll Forming Corp.

Metts Letter Realty World

Morrow Letter Louisville Pickle Company
Nicklies Letter CB Richard Ellis Nicklies
Oyler Letter OPM Services, Inc.

Rogers Letter Ernst & Young

Thornton Letter Thornton Qil Corporation
Ulferts Letter Stuart Ulferts Attorney at Law
Wagner Letter Marina Village

Walsburger Letter H.E. Rudy Engineers
Woodward Letter National Products
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Appendix E.4
LIST OF INDIVIDUALLY SIGNED FORM LETTERS




Tonya Fischer

Southern Indiana Chamber of Commerce
4100 Charlestown Road

New Albany, Indiana 47150

Dear Ms Fischer,

I am wrniting to express my strong support for the construction of an east end Ohio River
bridge connecting Indiana I-265 with Kentucky I-265 Gene Snyder highway Anyone who travels
the Kennedy Bridge regularly, from eirther direction, knows that our commumnty needs another
bridge to reduce traffic volume and to reduce the chances of gridlock from accidents on the
Kennedy It 1s encouraging to know that public opiion polls show overwhelming bridge support
on both sides of the niver, but 1t 1s discouraging that the process has been so slow to respond

Thanks to the Chamber of Commerce for agreeing to collect letters like mine to help let
officials from both states know how important 1t 1s to our transportation system and local
economy to connect I-265 PLEASE BUILD AN EAST END BRIDGE!

Sincerely yours, ,

Southern Indiana Supporter of the East End Bridge

My Return Address Is




RESOLUTION

In Support of Two-Bridge Recommendation With A Spaghetti Junction Redesign:
Specifically Connecting I-265 Gene Snyder in Kentucky with I-265 in Indiana.

The facts supporting the need for an 1-265/Snyder Freeway bridge linking Kentucky and Indiana are indisputable Not

moving

ahead with the expeditious construction of a new eastern bridge will result 1n increased traffic congestion, deterio-

ration of economic viability and loss of job opportunities for the Grater Louisville region

Past studies, including the Origin and Destination Study, Ohio River Major Investment Study, and the
current work underway in the Environmental Impact Statement show:

1

2

3.

Some 35-40% of Kennedy Bridge Traffic 1s Indiana-east Jefferson County or Oldham County
n ongtn or destination
Both eastern Clark County 1n Indiana and eartern Jefferson County are undergomng major population and
industrial growth
The two bridge scenario will provide:
* The most cost-effective means of solving the community’s transportation needs
* The completion of the circumferential highway system, thus creating a new alternate route
+ Volume reductions in the downtown area
* The greatest benefit for commercial traffic
* The best combination of reducing incident impacts and delays m Spaghett: Junction and an
alternate route for avoidance of delays
* The greatest net economuc benefit for the region
* The greatest reduction in VMT (vehlcle mules tmvclled) and VHT (veh_lclc hours of travel)

The public clearly supports the two-bridge alternative with an I-265 crossing:

1

2

3

The 1993 and 1996 Couner-Journal Bluegrass Public Opmion Polls showed overwhelming support of an 1-265
bridge, among residents m both Kentucky and Indiana

The 1993 Goals for Greater Loutsville listed the I-265 bridge as the number two priority among adults
responding

Numerous community groups, elected officials and business orgamizations have called for the construction of the
bnidge, Middletown Chamber, Jeffersontown Chamber, Southern Indiana Chamber, City of Shivley, Greater
Louisville Inc , Mayor Armstrong, Representative Northrup, Senator Lugar, Representative Hill, Senator Bayh,
Govemor Patton, Governor O'Bannon, Kentuckians for Better Transportation, etc

The Transportation Policy Commuttee of KIPDA (the Kentuckiana Planning and Development Agency - our
region’s transportation planning agency) unammously endorsed this solution for our region’s cross-river
deficiency m 1996

Therefore, we support an I-265 Bridge/Downtown Bridge/Spaghetti Junction Redesign and urge the

Organization Phone
Address
E-Mail Address)

Signed

Federal Highway administration to recognize and affirm this need in the
Final Environmental Impact Statement and its subsequent Record of Decision.

—

Submit to:  Tonya Fischer /
Southern Indiana Chamber of Commerce

4100 Charlestown Rd., New Albany, IN 47150

Title _ ) Date



DEIS - Comment Company Name and /or SICC

Last Name Type Comment Company
mcreynolds Form Letter SICC
Form Letter SICC
basham Form Letter SICC
Form Letter SICC
sullivan Form Letter SICC
anburgy Form Letter SICC
lee Form Letter SICC
hommel Form Letter SICC
langness Form Letter SICC
hellig Form Letter SICC
simms Form Letter SICC
cristiani Form Letter SICC
cristiani Form Letter SICC
glass Form Letter SICC
tisheuar Form Letter SICC
semones Form Letter SICC
dekhanty Form Letter SICC
walker Form Letter SICC
dodds Form Letter SICC
bates Form Letter SICC
hubler Form Letter SICC
shaffen Form Letter SICC
wilson Form Letter SICC
mart Form Letter SICC
okeefa Form Letter SICC
lewis Form Letter SICC
martin Form Letter SICC
smith Form Letter SICC
lockard Form Letter SICC
Tetz Form Letter SICC
Coots Form Letter SICC
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Last Name Type Comment Company
Hodge Form Letter SICC
Walker Form Letter SICC
Weyer Form Letter SiCC
Smith Form Letter SICC
Breshea Form Letter SICC
Baker Form Letter SICC
James Form Letter SICC
Christmas Form Letter SICC
S Form Letter SICC
Crawford Form Letter SICC
Reis Form Letter SICC
Reis Form Letter SICC
Hart Form Letter SICC
Simms Form Letter SICC
Grayson Form Letter SICC
Heasley Form Letter SICC
G Form Letter SICC
Eikholty Form Letter SICC
Barker Form Letter SICC
Moore Form Letter SICC
Collins Form Letter SICC
Froyier Form Letter SICC
Harbin Form Letter SICC
Harbin Form Letter SICC
Walker Form Letter SICC
Fellows Form Letter SICC
A Form Letter SICC
Christmas Form Letter SICC
Mummel Form Letter SICC
Collins Form Letter SICC
Magard Form Letter SICC
jackson Form Letter SICC
Walker Form Letter SICC
Kern Form Letter SICC
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Last Name Type Comment Company
grayson Form Letter SICC
Kiger Form Letter SICC
mcdonald Form Letter SICC
Form Letter SICC
moore Form Letter SICC
rees Form Letter SICC
Form Letter SICC
lesanby Form Letter SICC
grayson Form Letter SICC
miller Form Letter SICC
bowyer Form Letter SICC
thomas Form Letter SICC
coots Form Letter SICC
coots Form Letter SICC
moore Form Letter SICC
willey Form Letter SICC
w Form Letter SICC
hilson Form Letter SICC
G Form Letter SICC
geass Form Letter SICC
D Form Letter SICC
meya Il Form Letter SICC
vissing Form Letter SICC
jones Form Letter SICC
jones Form Letter SICC
jackson Form Letter SICC
dobson Form Letter SICC
penick Form Letter SICC
Keith Form Letter SICC
lemmons Form Letter SICC
lemmons Form Letter SICC
bradshaw Form Letter SICC
levis Form Letter SICC
carter Form Letter SICC
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Last Name Type Comment Company
gales Form Letter SICC
botkins Form Letter SICC
angel Form Letter SICC
S Form Letter SICC
lewis Form Letter SICC
baker Form Letter SICC
cusoaden Form Letter SICC
broady Form Letter SICC
leonard Form Letter SICC
knight Form Letter SICC
dalgarn Form Letter SICC
kitts Form Letter SICC
baker Form Letter SICC
vance Form Letter SICC
dudds Form Letter SICC
carroll Form Letter SICC
shields Form Letter SICC
brewer Form Letter SICC
chisser Form Letter SICC
horvath Form Letter SICC
angel Form Letter SICC
ballard Form Letter SICC
S Form Letter SICC
beuyer Form Letter SICC
tibbs Form Letter SICC
seals Form Letter SICC
H Form Letter SICC
popp Form Letter SICC
wyrick Form Letter SICC
popp Form Letter SICC
popp Form Letter SICC
mathews Form Letter SICC
wyrick Form Letter SICC
hughs Form Letter SICC
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Last Name Type Comment Company
siewert Form Letter SICC
uh Form Letter SICC
diekey Form Letter SICC
holloway Form Letter SICC
riddle Form Letter SICC
aammond Form Letter SICC
hammond Form Letter SICC
hall Form Letter SICC
Form Letter SICC
montgomery Form Letter SICC
ledbetter Form Letter SICC
moore Form Letter SICC
neitth Form Letter SICC
mann Form Letter SICC
heyer Form Letter SICC
laul Form Letter SICC
bagshaw Form Letter SICC
leiurs Form Letter SICC
mcreynolds Form Letter SICC
dodds Form Letter SICC
shepard Form Letter SICC
mattingly Form Letter SICC
broady Form Letter SICC
hall Form Letter SICC
gillenwater Form Letter SICC
price Form Letter SICC
price Form Letter SICC
ruddell Form Letter SICC
mclellan Form Letter SICC
smith Form Letter SICC
Form Letter SICC
branham Form Letter SICC
jenkins Form Letter SICC
shook Letter SICC
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Last Name Type Comment Company
uhl Form Letter SICC
dauiehm Form Letter SICC
gipe Form Letter SICC
Form Letter SICC
willey Form Letter SICC
mathews Form Letter SICC
Ricketh Form Letter SICC
burden Form Letter SICC
grimes Form Letter SICC
J Form Letter SICC
cochran Form Letter SICC
cochran Form Letter SICC
west Form Letter SICC
isaac Form Letter SICC
fields Form Letter SICC
walker Form Letter SICC
king Form Letter SICC
ehringer Form Letter SICC
harmon Form Letter SICC
pearson Form Letter SICC
vogt Form Letter SICC
P Form Letter SICC
mccarney Form Letter SICC
mccartney Form Letter SICC
sullivan Form Letter SICC
COX Form Letter SICC
Form Letter SICC
makawsky Form Letter SICC
kinder Form Letter SICC
walker Form Letter SICC
haas Form Letter SICC
fragman Form Letter SICC
broady Form Letter SICC
pierce Letter SICC
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Last Name Type Comment Company

sawyer Letter SICC
edwards Letter SICC
carpenter Letter SICC
janes Letter SICC
hall Letter SICC
nethery Letter SICC
armstrong Letter SICC
roederer Letter SICC
king Letter SICC
miller Letter SICC
lewellen Letter SICC
shanks Letter SICC
ingrau Letter SICC
gregory Letter SICC
holcomb Letter SICC
lowery Letter SICC
fraley Letter SICC
hall Letter SICC
shepherd Letter SICC
mcbride Letter SICC
strunk Letter SICC
staner Letter SICC
howard Letter SICC
for a Letter SICC
banet Letter SICC
abbott Form Letter SICC
hubbard Letter SICC
roach Letter SICC
cook Letter SICC
abell Letter SICC
nash Letter SICC
brothers Letter SICC
lawson Letter SICC
smith Letter SiCC
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Last Name Type Comment Company
hutchinson Letter SICC
hoffman Letter SICC
burgin Letter SICC
cress Letter SICC
harris Letter SICC
jeffries Letter SICC
hall Letter SICC
coyne Letter SICC
howard Letter SICC
davis Letter SICC
baird Letter SICC
spear Letter SICC
jenkins Letter SICC
pasinski Letter SICC
masingo Letter SICC
keltner Letter SICC
chastain Letter SICC
tuttle Letter SICC
anderson Letter SICC
martinson Letter SICC
mayden Letter SICC
jackson Letter SICC
whyland Letter SICC
jones Letter SICC
johnson Letter SICC
hill Letter SICC
mueninghoff Letter SICC
Poindexter Letter SICC
brading Letter sicc
phipps Form Letter SICC
couch Form Letter SICC
popps Form Letter SICC
lewis Form Letter SICC
farmer Form Letter SICC
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Last Name Type Comment Company
meriwilther Form Letter SICC
m Form Letter SICC
sander Form Letter SICC
b Form Letter SICC
heust Form Letter SICC
robinson Form Letter SICC
reehardson Form Letter SICC
loeb Form Letter SICC
hornback Form Letter SICC
leahman Form Letter SICC
schultz Form Letter SICC
durham Form Letter SICC
youny Form Letter SICC
wemes Form Letter SICC
sieg Form Letter SICC
green Form Letter SICC
E Form Letter SICC
neal Form Letter SICC
hews Form Letter SICC
nickoloson Form Letter SICC
bulsy Form Letter SICC
may Form Letter SICC
hammond Form Letter SICC
robertson Form Letter SICC
kanning Form Letter SICC
etienol Form Letter SICC
wiggins Form Letter SICC
finney Form Letter SICC
rumpel Form Letter SICC
matthew Form Letter SICC
stultz Form Letter SICC
Form Letter SICC
y Form Letter SICC
young Form Letter SICC
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Last Name Type Comment Company
lewis Form Letter SICC
coffman Form Letter SICC
heim Form Letter SICC
fackler Form Letter SICC
aker Form Letter SICC
bennett Form Letter SICC
broughton Form Letter SICC
whited Form Letter SICC
vaughen Form Letter SICC
cooKs Form Letter SICC
popp Form Letter SICC
mckinney Form Letter SICC
pace Form Letter SICC
foster Form Letter SICC
hochn Form Letter SICC
makaffey Form Letter SICC
bogshaw Form Letter SICC
snider Form Letter SICC
prather Form Letter SICC
scott Form Letter SICC
hicks Form Letter SICC
nyrids Form Letter SICC
little Form Letter SICC
jordon Form Letter SICC
titly Form Letter SICC
g Form Letter SICC
byme Form Letter SICC
stiller Form Letter SICC
meyer Form Letter SICC
meyer Form Letter SICC
kay Form Letter SICC
suner Form Letter SICC
haycoxson Form Letter SICC
e Form Letter SICC
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Last Name Type Comment Company
daily Form Letter SICC
hoogland Form Letter SICC
morris Form Letter SICC
Form Letter SICC
pipes Form Letter SICC
facknard Form Letter SICC
yates Form Letter SICC
likens Form Letter SICC
perez Form Letter SICC
wood Form Letter SICC
brown Form Letter SICC
bishop Form Letter SICC
marra Form Letter SICC
mcwilliams Form Letter SICC
carey Form Letter SICC
keegan Form Letter SICC
thomsa Form Letter SICC
french Form Letter SICC
edwards Form Letter SICC
thorton Form Letter SICC
stiles Form Letter SICC
crisp Form Letter SICC
vaughan Form Letter SICC
matthew Form Letter SICC
colone Form Letter SICC
crowley Form Letter SICC
grosheart Form Letter SICC
browden Form Letter SICC
richmond Form Letter SICC
sueed Form Letter SICC
berry Form Letter SICC
d Form Letter SICC
s Form Letter SICC
lawerence Form Letter SICC
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Last Name Type Comment Company
mand Form Letter SICC
williams Form Letter SICC
pace Form Letter SICC
durbin Form Letter SICC
harper Form Letter SICC
sieg Form Letter SICC
wolfe Form Letter SICC
hornback Form Letter SICC
prather Form Letter SICC
Form Letter SICC
sewell Form Letter SICC
peke Form Letter SICC
eaton Form Letter SICC
brannon Form Letter SICC
matthews Form Letter SICC
anderson Form Letter SICC
pence Form Letter SICC
gentry Form Letter SICC
hillebrand Form Letter SICC
dedan Form Letter SICC
davidson Form Letter SICC
livers Form Letter SICC
b Form Letter SICC
prather Form Letter SICC
m Form Letter SICC
reynolds Form Letter SICC
rumpel Form Letter SICC
kruer Form Letter SICC
olliges Form Letter SICC
ulrick Form Letter SICC
couch Form Letter SICC
howser Form Letter SICC
m Form Letter SICC
leezer Form Letter SICC
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Last Name Type Comment Company
j Form Letter SiCC
thacker Form Letter SICC
darbin Form Letter SICC
davison Form Letter SICC
endrin Form Letter SICC
madison Form Letter SICC
huguley Form Letter SICC
moore Form Letter SICC
magner Form Letter SICC
ellenburg Form Letter SICC
steel Form Letter SICC
m Form Letter SICC
g Form Letter SICC
meriwether Form Letter SICC
dobson Form Letter SICC
hook Form Letter SICC
lunsford Form Letter SICC
daily Form Letter SICC
ellin Form Letter SICC
lamaster Form Letter SICC
goforth Form Letter SICC
brown Form Letter SICC
Form Letter SICC
corn Form Letter SICC
richard Form Letter SiCC
palmquist Form Letter SICC
clegg Form Letter SICC
stock Form Letter SiCC
f Form Letter SICC
becker Form Letter SICC
jacobi Form Letter SICC
woods Form Letter SICC
neill Form Letter SICC
lynch Form Letter SICC
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Last Name Type Comment Company
cole Form Letter SICC
isbell Form Letter SICC
fischer Form Letter SICC
ross Form Letter Sicc
vest Form Letter SiCC
cheeks Form Letter SICC
helton Form Letter SICC
james Form Letter SICC
mccubbins Form Letter SICC
marshall Form Letter SICC
ellis Form Letter SICC
ellis Form Letter SICC
grolf Form Letter SICC
overton Form Letter SICC
[ Form Letter SICC
norman Form Letter SICC
s Form Letter SICC
brown Form Letter SICC
hamilton Form Letter SICC
hamilton Form Letter SICC
bruther Form Letter SICC
ashy Form Letter SICC
manough Form Letter SICC
bair Form Letter SICC
p Form Letter SICC
grayson Form Letter SICC
walkerson Form Letter SICC
shaffall Form Letter SICC
finnyen Form Letter SICC
mannough Form Letter SICC
youch Form Letter SICC
brocln Form Letter SICC
gammor Form Letter SICC
finnegan Form Letter SICC
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Last Name Type Comment Company
f Form Letter SICC
t Form Letter SICC
Form Letter SICC
kelly Form Letter SICC
blair Form Letter SICC
marshall Form Letter SICC
k Form Letter SICC
kirk Form Letter SICC
scott Form Letter SICC
johnson Form Letter SICC
linford Form Letter SICC
hatchell Form Letter SICC
hatchell Form Letter SICC
w Form Letter SICC
stanley Form Letter SICC
sart Form Letter SICC
webster Form Letter SICC
henslry Form Letter SICC
hensley Form Letter SICC
craig Form Letter SICC
craig Form Letter SICC
Libs Form Letter aml inc - SICC
goodman Form Letter aw goodman & assoc - SICC
levellen Form Letter advantage chiropractic - SICC
menendz Form Letter advantage chiropractic - SICC
menendez Form Letter advantage chiropricatic - SICC
wessining Form Letter all points trailer service - SICC
Form Letter altman insurance - SICC
Form Letter amatrol in - SICC
] Form Letter amatrol inc - SICC
Form Letter amatrol - SICC
Form Letter amatrol corp - SICC
s Form Letter amatrol - SICC
Form Letter amatrol - SICC
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Last Name

Type Comment

logsdon
brush
daniel

e

groff
hayse

j

keith
manly
marfin
mcdonald
meyer
nickolas
norton
perkins
spears
s
stauffer
vena
watson
webb
williams
williams
basl
bear
bently
chester
collins
danner
dietrich
I

moore

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

Company

amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC
amatrol - SICC

american capital mangt - SICC

american family ins - SICC

Page 16 of 45



Last Name

Type Comment

Company

wandy

naucham
summers
hicks
fulkerson
carver
elston
hunter
triplett
walts

ray

m

b

hagan

hodges
tindall
johnson
lindall
decter
kelley
brooke
p

watts

m

d
johnson
ray
baker

adams
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Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

am national - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apolla america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
appollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC

apollo america - SICC
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Last Name

Type Comment

Company

hathen

m

walter
crenshaw
lovery
heck
ryan
bagshaw
allen
bales

len

williams

elston
e
bums

kruer

davis
newton
bishop
miller
hutchings
exen

dehn

grih

real
moore
woods
johnson
litz

byers
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Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
apollo america - SICC
arise - SICC
associates plumbing - SICC
axmour conveying - SICC
b & | enterprises - SICC
bagshaw trucking - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motors - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
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Last Name

Type Comment

Company

togle

melde

g

meyer
floyd
hutchings
stephens
heatais
biz

smith

j
mangium

p

shecrles
cavanaugh
stivers
austin

u

culeranie
gordon
sinks

brady
r

n
walker

S
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Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
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Last Name

Type Comment

Company

hawes
jackson
alb

nilletl
stephens
reynolds
niles
stewart
heavner
c
chapman
n

brown
evans

r

shelton
vanmeter
soliday
skaggs
walter
fischer
Snelly
woodlift
dowdle
casey

heibman

brown
suggett
barnes
bartholf
bearl
korb

bennett
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Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SiCC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SiCC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SICC
bales motor - SiCC
bales motor - SiCC
bank one - SICC

bank one - SICC

bank one - SICC

barber grocery coche - SICC

barnes & parker bookkeeping - SICC
barthold &desimone - SICC

beach mold & tool - SICC

beach mold & tool - SICC

bennett & bennett ins - SICC
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Last Name

Type Comment

Company

sparks

rhodes
kimberlin
chambers
c
johmans
barker
craig
winslow
penane
k
harmner
ryall

tyler
wagner
person
kim

huches

gram
william
peters

watkins

trundell
sizemore
penick
davy
wolfe
herrington
antennie

berryman

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

best wishesal - SICC
better quality business - SICC

big-o tires - SICC
gtk inc - SICC

new albany-floyd co school corp - SICC

new albany-floyd co school corp - SICC

rotery club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
rotary club - SICC
new hope - SICC
dr rp nero - SICC
nibco - SICC
nibco - SICC
nibco - SICC
century 21 - SICC
century 21 - SICC
century 21 - SICC
century 21 - SICC
century 21 - SICC
century 21 - SICC
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Last Name

Type Comment

Company

randess
veruoren
french
reisert
homes

p

c
beckort
walch
frazier
hockensmith

e

b

kinell
walker
downey
lamb
hutchens
day

w

a

s
kittenzer
mulder
doors

f
morgan
adams
keppel
stanfield
hensley

p

S

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

century 21 - SICC

century 21 - SICC

century 21 - SICC

century 21 - SICC

century 21 - SICC

cellular connection plus - SICC
centra pro - SICC

chamber of commerce - SICC
chamber of commerce - SICC
chamber of commerce - SICC
chamber of commerce - SICC
chamber of commerce - SICC
chamber of commerce - SICC
chamber of commerce - SICC
chamber of commerce - SICC
chamber of commerce - SICC
chamber of commerce - SICC
champion wood products - SICC
chordeaus catering - SICC
charlestown crossing - SICC
charlestown karate - SICC
chick's archery & sports - SICC
cenergy - SICC

cinergy - SiCC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SiCC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

Page 22 of 45



Last Name Type Comment Company

belden Form Letter cinergy - SiCC

m Form Letter cinergy - SiCC

homester Form Letter cinergy - SICC

mcclelland Form Letter cinergy - SICC

smith Form Letter bic t transfer - SICC

bach Form Letter SICC

doe Form Letter bareore of the sensus - SICC

ruth Form Letter bill k ins agency - SICC

ennes Form Letter cbs companies - SICC

harbeson Form Letter cfsi - SICC

smith Form Letter cm smith rests inc - SICC

guiford Form Letter cmr services group - SICC

S Form Letter callistms smith agency - SICC

S Form Letter callistms smith agency - SICC

I Form Letter carl | spaling ins agency - SICC

stephens Form Letter carlson wagonlit travel - SICC
Form Letter carlson wagonlit travel - SICC

hoback Form Letter carmerica tires - SICC

edwards Form Letter century 21 - SICC

poore Form Letter century 21 - SICC

miller Form Letter century 21 - SICC

mulac Form Letter century 21 - SICC

dewers Form Letter century 21 - SICC

groh Form Letter century 21 - SICC

voyle Form Letter century 21 - SICC

sellmer Form Letter century 21 - SICC

kable Form Letter mcsi - SICC

h Form Letter mcsi - SICC

henry Form Letter mcsi -SICC

koelter Form Letter meba - SICC

broen Form Letter melhiser endres tucker - SICC

a Form Letter melham endis - SICC

fields Form Letter merrill lynch - SICC

breidenbach

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter

merrill lynch - SICC
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Last Name

Type Comment

Company

s
meyer
lavid
stinnett
harbenson
colin
williams

morris

clash
sraneth
hall

zoeller

utz

graf
mahoney
king
cherry
hill

peterson

sonny
b

g
hardesty
beitham
fillrock
fillback
philips
yeager
graf
lasey

roach

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

metals usa - SICC
metro paving - SICC
midwest training - SICC
miller - SICC

monroe shine - SICC
monroe shine - SICC
monroe shine - SICC
morris images - SICC
morriss images - SICC
nahs - SICC

national city bank - SICC
national ins group - SICC
neace lukens - SICC
neace luckens - SICC
new albany bpw - SICC
nibco - SICC

nibco - SICC

nibco - SICC

nibco - SICC

nibco - SICC

nibco - SICC

nibco - SICC

nibco - SICC

nibco -SICC

nibco - SICC

nibco - SICC

nibco - SICC

nibco - SiCC

nibco - SICC

nibco - SICC

nibco - SICC

nibco - SICC

nibco - SICC

nibco - SICC

Page 24 of 45



Last Name Type Comment Company
jantzon Form Letter nibco - SICC
morrow Form Letter nibco - SICC
baker Form Letter nibco - SICC
mattingly Form Letter nibco - SICC
shaw Form Letter nibco - SICC
esarry Form Letter nibco - SICC
phillips Form Letter nibco - SICC
cook Form Letter nibco - SICC
raborne Form Letter nibco - SICC
ziegler Form Letter nibco - SICC
morrow Form Letter nibco - SICC
davis Form Letter nibco - SICC
smith Form Letter nibco - SICC
mcfalridge Form Letter nibco - SiCC
fields Form Letter nibco - SICC
meisenlelder Form Letter nibco - SICC
Form Letter nibco - SICC
powell Form Letter nibco - SICC
smith Form Letter nibco - SICC
bunch Form Letter nibco - SICC
mccutchen Form Letter nibco -SICC
smith Form Letter nibco - SICC
Form Letter nibco - SICC
walse Form Letter nibco - SICC
cornell Form Letter nibco - SICC
vest Form Letter nibco - SICC
smith Form Letter nibco - SICC
nick Form Letter nicholson ins agency - SICC
smith Form Letter noah's ark - SICC
hamett Form Letter northern continental - SICC
s Form Letter northside christian church - SICC
gunder Form Letter oms - SICC
walker Form Letter oak beach ins - SICC
broady Form Letter oak park baptist church - SICC
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Last Name

Type Comment

Company

gorden
rasey
miller
broady
lilly
ayres
berry

jones

mayfield
moore
qualls
larrey
tucker
rae

c

k

hiett

miles
pettit
frety
madden
campbell
curd

dorn
timlierlale
schindler
pate

nein
richardson
vince
becher

k

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

oak park baptist church - SICC
oak park baptist church - SICC
oak park baptist church - SICC
oak park baptist church - SICC
obelisk federal credit union - SICC
ohio valley rm - SICC

optimist club - SICC

palmyra baptist church - SICC
parkway baptist - SiCC
parkway baptist - SICC

paul semonin - SICC

paul semonin - SICC

paul semonin - SICC

paul semonin - SICC

paul semonin - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - siCC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

cinergy - SICC

clark co democrat - SICC

clark co democrat - SICC

clark co - SICC

clark co rems - SICC

clark co sheriff - SICC

convention tourism - SICC
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Last Name

Type Comment

Company

sash
caldwell
holz

allen

james
gardner
knowles
rendrick
cummins
gardner

c

w
huffman

h

conn
sternback
key
phoeln
whitaker
lee

risk
reames
Cristiani
Stenton
Cooper

m

m
peterson
fergason

dionne

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

clark memorial hospital - SICC
clark memorial hospital - SICC
clark memorial hospital - SICC
clark memorial hospital - SICC
clark memorial hospital - SICC

clark snacks - SICC

clarksville community school - SICC

clarksville riverfront - SICC
clarksville riverfront - SICC
clarksville riverfront - SICC
clarksville riverfront - SICC
clarksville riverfront - SICC

cogates - SICC

community bank of indiana - SICC

community foundation - SICC
community foundation - SICC
community foundation - SICC
conn hearing aid - SICC
contections safty - SICC
cook airtomic - SICC
cornerstone group - SICC
creative design - SICC
creative products - SICC
crestline realty - SICC
crestline realty - SICC

dan cristiani excavating - SICC
crown services - SiCC
culpepper group - SICC
custom craftsman - SICC
dmlo - SICC

dmlo - SICC

dan van - SICC

dave dionne ins - SICC

dawn food products - SICC
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Type Comment

Company

ott
poole
clayton
s

z

davis

casey
g

I

bear
denny
j
jacbett
lewis
rippy
coX
pfau
lea

miller

lawrence
woodward

cooks

w
]
williams

bloom

dustofson

howards

cain

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

dennis ott & co - SICC
dearborn co convention - SICC
dearborn co convention - SICC
dearborn co convention - SiCC
dti - SICC

denny transpot - SICC

denny transport - SiCC

denny transport - SICC

denny transpot - SICC

denny transport - SICC

denny transport - SICC

denny transpot - SICC

denny transport - SICC

details - SICC

details - SICC

details - SICC

details - SICC

details - SICC

details - SICC

develco properties - SICC
dicount labels - SICC

doctors eyecare - SICC

ea systems - SICC

ecs - SICC

e & h electric - SICC

eagle env mgt - SICC

eagle env mgt - SICC

eagle env mgt - SICC

eagle steel products - SICC
eagle steel products - SICC
eastern hights - SICC

eastern heights - SICC
eastside animal hospital - SICC

edward vogt value - SICC
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Last Name

Type Comment

Company

rush
oaks
race
geary

o]

m

lee
kenneth

c

s
wilkerson

norman

b
b

whitson

w
I

w
gorle

ruzanka

amdrck
koeur

c

m

elmore

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

elaine risk broker - SICC

elkins - SICC
rsm - SICC

rsm - SICC

elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
rsm - SICC

rsm - SICC

elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC
elkins - SICC

employment plus - SICC

essroc - SICC

essroc - SICC

excel tool - SICC
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Last Name

Type Comment

Company

g

w
dobson

wilkerson

jones

walker

lewis
ohlmann
hanson
curl
dears

h

wells

garrison

quillman

wells

bolm
smith
johnson
frazier

pfau

balen

gray

hoban

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

falls cities - SICC

family care chiropratic - SICC
family health ctr - SICC

family health ctr - SICC

far point - SICC

fifth third bank - SICC

fire king international - SICC
first baptist church - SICC

first harrison bank - SICC

first savings bank - SICC

flow robotics - SICC

floyd memorial hospital - SICC
floyd memorial hospital - SICC
floyd memorial hospital - SICC
floyd memorial hospital - SICC
floyd memorial hospital - SICC
floyd memorial hospital - SICC
floyd memorial hospital - SICC
floyd memorial hospital - SICC
floyd memorial hospital - SICC
floyd memorial hospital - SICC
ford - SICC

formal industries - SICC

frank h monroe - SICC

gaylor group - SICC

geo pfua-s sons co - SICC
gov't marketing - SICC

grant communications - SICC
graphic ventures - SICC

group 1 realty - SICC

gray trucking - SICC

guy rhodes ent inc - SICC
haas cabine & co - SICC

hanover college - SICC
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Last Name

Type Comment

Company

worthing
smith

j

willy
huthand
rowe
beyl
crady

schotter

hall
r

flanagan

hubbuch

sanders

england
hughes
bradford
huse
richards
durbin
c

white

raper

berry
bierly
d
deark
dent
gadd

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

heads up pub - SICC
heritage hardwoods - SICC
highland baptist - SICC
highland baptist - SICC

hitachi - SICC
hitachi - SICC
hitachi - SICC
hitachi - SICC
hitachi - SICC
hitachi - SICC
hitachi - SICC
hitachi - SICC
hitachi - SICC
hitachi - SICC

hometown bank - SICC
hubbuch staffing - SiCC
huber tire - SICC

huber wincey - SICC
hughes group - SICC
hughes group - SICC
hughes group - SICC

iq copies - SICC

iu southeast - SICC

ideal wood products - SICC
ideas unlimited - SICC
independence bank - SICC
indian oaks - SICC

in american water - SICC
in american water - SICC
in american water - SICC
in american water - SICC
in american water - SICC
in american water - SICC

in american water - SICC
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Last Name

Type Comment

Company

j

laduke
maystur
d

p

p

r
S

stewart

stewart
huss

s

heck
joyce
french
french
wycoff
joyce
clampitt
begley
handy
peyton
s

beal
caesan
caeser
mullins
werle
haywood
bach
popp

f

ballew

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

in american water - SICC
in american water - SiCC
in american water - SICC
in american water - SICC
in american water - SICC
in american water - SICC
in american water - SICC
in american water - SICC
in american water - SICC
in american water - SICC
in american water - SICC
in american water - SICC
infinite solutions - SICC
international union - SICC
int 65 truck sales - SICC
int 65 truck sales - SICC
int 65 truck sales - SICC
int 65 truck sales - SICC
int 65 truck sales - SICC
ivy tech - SICC

ivy tech - SICC

ivy tech - SiCC

iron works - SICC

jc sherman - SICC

j 0 endris & son - SICC

j 0 endris & son - SICC

j 0 endris & son - SICC

j 0 endris & son - SICC
jw advertising - SICC
jack haywood/pro - SICC

jefferson community college - SICC

jeff twp trustee - SICC

jeffersonville breakfast optimist - SICC

jesse ballew enterprises - SICC
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Type Comment

Company

pulley
I

ratcliff
stearley

stemler

coe
kelly
guilford

malley

willin
becht
dooley
garland
dietz
wetzel
white
day
hunt

watts

koetter
koetter
koetter
hughes
koetter
jones

koetter
koetter
kramer

kramer

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

jesse ballew enterprises - SICC
jesse ballew enterprises - SICC
john-kenyon eye center - SICC
kd stearley publications - SICC

kim stemler co - SiCC

k & tinc - SICC

kellems & coe tool - SICC

kelly dental - SICC
kelly dental - SICC

kentuckiana mack sales - SICC

kia of clarksville - SICC

kightlinger - SICC
kightlinger - SICC
kightlinger - SICC
kightlinger - SICC
kightlinger - SICC
kightlinger - SiCC
kightlinger - SICC
kightlinger - SICC
koetter const - SICC
koetter const - SICC
koetter const - SICC
koetter const - SICC
koetter const - SICC
koetter const - SICC
koetter const - SICC
koetter const - SICC
koetter const - SICC
koetter const - SICC
koetter const - SICC
koetter const - SICC
koetter const - SICC
kramer assoc - SICC

kramer assoc - SICC
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Last Name Type Comment Company

hoehn Form Letter kye's - SICC

hoehn Form Letter kye's - SICC

ludden Form Letter | thorn company - SICC

lander Form Letter land - mill developers - SICC
Form Letter laughlin miller arch - SICC
Form Letter life america - SICC

p Form Letter lincoln hills health center - SICC

dickers Form Letter lincoln hills health center - SICC
Form Letter liters inc - SICC
Form Letter liters inc - SICC

snow Form Letter liters inc - SICC
Form Letter liters inc - SICC

cole Form Letter liters inc - SICC

getz Form Letter liters inc - SICC

arnold Form Letter longworth heath care - SICC

platt Form Letter lorch & naville - SICC

ashley Form Letter louisville veneer corp - SICC

moore Form Letter mkm machine tool co - SICC
Form Letter mtc-l inc - SICC

S Form Letter madison chamber of commerce - SiCC
Form Letter madison area chamber - SICC

lohorn Form Letter madison industrial corp - SICC

bruner Form Letter madison rotary club - SICC
Form Letter madison vision clinic - SICC

vallence Form Letter mail boxes etc - SiCC

a Form Letter mail boxes etc - SiCC

gibson Form Letter monpower - SICC

biangrt Form Letter marine industries - SICC

w Form Letter mary kay global sales - SICC

m Form Letter mathes - SICC

h Form Letter mcsi - SICC
Form Letter mcsi - SICC
Form Letter mcsi - SICC

b Form Letter mcsi - SICC

Wednesday, August 21, 2002
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Last Name Type Comment Company
penner Form Letter mcsi - SICC
bradford Form Letter mcsi - SICC
cobb Form Letter mcsi - SICC
barnes Form Letter mcsi - SICC
valport Form Letter mcsi - SICC
greek Form Letter mcsi - SICC
way Form Letter mcsi - SICC
b Form Letter mcsi - SICC
prall Form Letter mcsi - SICC
arrukee Form Letter mcsi - SICC
murray Form Letter mcsi - SICC
roth Form Letter mcsi - SICC
c Form Letter mcsi - SICC
Form Letter mcsi - SICC
a Form Letter mcsi - SICC
Form Letter mcsi - SICC
Form Letter mcsi - SiCC
harris Form Letter mcsi - SICC
Form Letter mcsi - SICC
raney Form Letter mcsi - SICC
thomas Form Letter mcsi - SICC
blackenbaker Form Letter mcsi - SICC
hydon Form Letter mcsi - SICC
Form Letter mcsi - SICC
moreland Form Letter mcsi - SICC
denny Form Letter mcsi - SICC
hensley Form Letter mcsi - SICC
everet Form Letter mcsi - SICC
ross Form Letter mcsi - SICC
keith Form Letter mcsi - SICC
glatzbach Form Letter mcsi - SICC
risk Form Letter mcsi - SICC
robinson Form Letter mcsi - SICC
Form Letter mcsi - SICC

Wednesday, August 21, 2002
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Last Name

Type Comment

hanger
mullins
c

very
sims
fishback
shaw

johnson

gadden
dean
grabe
warfofd
ramsey
clark
merchant
wellram
hoffman
obertate
reis
myers
hinkle
reads
shaw
leffler
tipton

jackson

todd
page
moore
griff
johnson

redden

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

Company

mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi -SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SiCC
mcsi -SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi -SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi -SICC
mcsi - SICC
mcsi - SICC

paul semonin - SICC
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Last Name Type Comment Company
ladde Form Letter paul semonin - SICC
windett Form Letter paul semonin - SICC
page Form Letter paul semonin - SICC
porter Form Letter paul semonin - SICC
dahl Form Letter paul semonin - SICC
pearl Form Letter pearl const - SICC
burns Form Letter personal travel - SiCC
duncan Form Letter philip duncan & assoc - SICC
s Form Letter pirtle photo - SiCC
richardson Form Letter planet telecom - SICC
wooley Form Letter pillsburt general mills - SICC
medley Form Letter pleasant ridge baptist - SICC
bowyer Form Letter pleasant ridge baptist - SICC
kustanbauter Form Letter power ministries - SiCC
morris Form Letter precision auto - SICC
young Form Letter precision auto - SICC
lavey Form Letter precision auto - SICC
dismang Form Letter precision auto - SICC
bowyer Form Letter precision auto - SICC
m Form Letter precision auto - SICC
hoffman Form Letter precision auto - SiCC
h Form Letter precision auto - SICC
g Form Letter precision auto - SiCC
jones Form Letter precision auto - SICC
fischer Form Letter precision auto - SICC
s Form Letter precision auto - SiCC
dorah Form Letter precision auto - SICC
daily Form Letter precision auto - SiCC
warman Form Letter precision auto - SiCC
cady Form Letter precision auto - SiCC
huffmon Form Letter precision auto - SICC

Form Letter prenice dondog - SICC

Form Letter pre-paid legal srvices - SICC
b Form Letter pro media - SICC
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Type Comment

Company

m

calloway

williams
isaac
wells
crawford
thorpe
haines
greener
marcum
hicks
humphry

phillips

dunham
brown
razor
robertson
hardin
marty
mills
rodmaker
rogers

s

b

buzz
mcmonigle
midkiff

burns

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

pro media - SICC
prudential financial - SICC

pyke - calloway funeral services - SICC

rmsi - SICC

r/t - SICC

ramada suites - SICC

rauch - SICC

rauch - SICC

rauch - SICC

rauch - SICC

rauch - SICC

rauch - SICC

rauch - SICC

rauch - SICC

rauch - SICC

rauch - SiCC

rauch - SICC

rauch - SiCC

rauch - SICC

rauch - SICC

rauch - SiCC

regional youth srvices - SICC
rel max professionals- SICC
rel max professionals - SICC
rel max professionals - SICC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SiCC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SiCC
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Type Comment

Company

burrow
matchony
baker
welch
zollman
bauer
nalley

v

d

didat

b
browne
hohn

r

koputz

aheine
fischer
ricke
true

leathers

koetter
wallner
gregory
c

s

c

wood
cook

s
strange
rud

geangier

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SiCC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SICC
regional bank - SICC
resihan const - SICC
rhodes - SICC

ricke & assoc - SICC
ricke & assoc - SiCC
ricke & assoc - SICC
ricke & assoc - SiCC

tiverston truckers - SiCC
roll forming corp - SICC

rose acre farms - SICC

sisc - SICC

s&j precision - SICC
s&r truck tire - SICC
s&r truck tire - SICC
s&r truck tire - SICC

sazemour health - SICC

sampan screenprint - SICC

santica - SICC

scan steel - SICC
scan steel - SICC
scan steel - SICC

scan steel - SICC
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Company

s

schimpff
schimpff
demith

v
rasmusseu
mayfield

b

bilds

stein

s
schlaner
hilleya
brady
blunk

s

s
bellen
beldan
mayfield
hines
harper
biej
coffman
mann
schuler
johnson
boone
adams
bauer
stein

COX

gill

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

scan steel - SiCC

schimpff's confectimery - SICC
schimpff's confectionary - SICC
schneider advertising - SICC

schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SiCC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
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Company

sanders
bauer
brumlery
miss
taylor
hublen
adams
pence
king
dupont
rojon
young
wirth

t

rush

well

s
mangonello
biug

fox

n

brown

happins

scott
barnett
mark
edwards
s

c

h

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC
schuler bauer - SICC

scott co econ dev - SICC
shapheral's heart - SICC

sellersburg stone co - SICC

sil gas - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
slones - SICC
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hum Form Letter slones - SICC
frye Form Letter slones - SICC
n Form Letter slones - SICC
miller Form Letter slones - SICC
jones Form Letter slones - SICC
c Form Letter slones - SICC
walden Form Letter slones - SICC
m Form Letter slones - SICC
emge Form Letter slones - SICC
nale Form Letter slones - SICC
magui Form Letter slanes - SICC
gordon Form Letter slones - SICC
hall Form Letter slines - SICC
turney Form Letter slones - SICC
b Form Letter slones - SICC
collins Form Letter slones - SICC
slone Form Letter slones - SICC
c Form Letter slones - SICC
smith Form Letter smith, barlett, heeke, carpenter & thompson - SICC
missi Form Letter smith & missi properties - SICC
cunningham Form Letter sonaco - SICC
brandenburg Form Letter southern home care - SICC
ragland Form Letter southern in econ dev - SICC
faith Form Letter southeastern baptist assoc - SICC
faith Form Letter southeastern baptist assoc - SICC
m Form Letter southeastern baptist assoc - SICC
sizemore Form Letter southeastern baptist assoc - SICC
allen Form Letter southeastern baptist assoc - SICC
bailey Form Letter southeastern baptist assoc -SICC
mckulick Form Letter southern seven workforce - SICC
spencer Form Letter spencer machine & tool co - SICC
s Form Letter star electric - SICC

Form Letter state farm - SICC
johnson Form Letter state farm - SICC

Wednesday, August 21, 2002
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Company

crell
miller
rippy
hess
stemler
w

vidra

banet

french
lindley
ploss
stallings
miller

coombs

cotner

hoehn

k

duffey
boyd
thieneman
zeon
wolfe
craig
hook
mccarten
wilson

raglan

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

state farm - SICC

state farm - SICC

state farm - SICC

state farm - SICC

stemler plmbing - SICC
stemwood corp - SICC

stites and harbison - SICC
stock yards bank - SICC
stock yards bank - SICC
storybrook homes - SICC
supercoups - SICC

septens desighn - SICC
technidyne corp - SICC

the depaul school - SICC

the evening news - SICC

the healthy alternative - SICC
law - gary d miller - SICC

law - gary d miller - SICC

law - gary d miller - SICC

law - gary d miller - SICC

law - gary d miller - SICC

the marketing co - SICC

the ohio greenway dev - SICC
the paris group - SICC

the paris group - SICC

the young group - SICC
thieneman realty - SICC
today's woman magazine - SICC
towneplace suites - SICC
trash force member - SICC

tri tek - SICC

tri-mac business farms - SICC
21st century scholars - SICC
21st century scholars - SICC
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Type Comment

Company

waltz
doherty
smith
zool
givens
peg
vissing
grayson
faith

VOSS

davis

p
garrett
ward

I

moore

r
johnson
banet
sherlin

i
branham
risk
rose
endris
fischer
r

clover
mullins

cake

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

21st century scholors - SICC
21st century scholars - SICC
21st century scholoars - SICC
uhl truck sales - SICC

united mortgage co - SICC
usps - SICC

vissing - SICC

vissing - SICC

voica stream - SICC

voss clark - SICC

wmé&c - SICC

wal mart district - SICC

waller equity - SICC

walker petsitting - SICC

waller equity - SICC

ward, tyler, & scott attys - SICC
waste management - SICC
webota - SICC

wellington green manuf - SICC

wesley enterprises - SICC

west clark community schools - SICC

westminster village - SICC
westmister village - SICC
wilson education center - SICC
wilson education center - SICC
wilson education center - SICC
wilson education center - SICC
wilson education center - SICC
wilson education center - SICC
wilson education center - SICC
wilson education center - SICC
wilson education center - SICC
wooded glen - SICC

wooded glen - SICC
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edmundson

m

fautz

Myer

Wednesday, August 21, 2002

Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter
Form Letter

Form Letter

wyandot - SICC

young, lin, endres & kraft - SICC
your pampered pet - SICC
zynamie group - SICC

3K Machinery - SICC
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	Indiana                                                                                                                   Response            Comment / Response Reference
	Clark County Democratic Chair    N
	Colgate Palmolive Company)    Y
	Jeffersonville Main Street    Y

	Rose Hill Neighborhood Association    Y
	
	Southern Indiana Realtors Association    N
	The Knob and Valley Audubon Society of Southern Indiana    Y  B.6, B.61-B.64, D.2, D.52, E.2, E.3, G.10
	Kentucky

	Borowitz & Goldsmith, Representing Marina Village    Y           Q.5
	Coalition for the Advancement of Regional Transpo
	Citizen’s Leadership AllianceN
	Clifton Community Council (2)Y           A.1, B.1, B.3, B.4, B.6, B.62, E.1, E.3
	Ohio River Bridges CoalitionN





